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CHAPTER I 
ENVIRONMENT AND HEREDITY 


ENVIRONMENT and heredity do not determine, but they 
at least condition and influence genius. It is well, there- 
fore, before beginning the study of Shakespeare’s 
life and work to know something of the town in which 
he was born, the surroundings that gave form and 
color to his early life, and the parents from whom he 
sprang. 

The little town of Stratford-on-Avon numbered at the 
time of Shakespeare’s birth about two thousand inhabit- 
ants. No greater mistake could be made, however, than 
to liken it to some American village of this size. It had 
a local history and tradition stretching back almost to 
pre-historic times. Its name bears testimony to its his- 
toric past. A Roman road (strata via, Old English 
straet) crossed the Avon (Welsh afon, river) by a ford, 
and the combination of Latin, English, and Welsh gives 
us Stratford-on-Avon. Near this point there was a 
Roman military post to guard against raids by the Celtic 
tribes of the great forest of Arden (Celtic Ard, great, 
Den, wooded valley; cf. the Ardennes of France and 
Belgium). In Saxon times the district was under the 
control of the Bishop of Worcester and a monastery near 
the site of the present church became the nucleus of a 
little group of houses. At the time of the Norman con- 
quest, the inhabitants, some 150, were apparently all 
engaged in agriculture. In the reign of Richard I, how- 
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ever, one of the bishops of Worcester transformed the 
community into a little town by opening streets, laying 
out building sites, and granting a charter for a weekly 
market. The Rother, i.e. cattle market (Old English 
Hreother) has given its name to a main street in the 
modern town. 

The lovely church of the Holy Trinity, where Shake- 
speare was baptized and in which he lies buried, owes 
its present form in the main to the benefactions of John 
of Stratford, a Stratford priest who rose in the reign of 
Edward III to be Archbishop of Canterbury and Lord 
Chancellor of England. He enlarged the old church and 
founded a chantry to sing masses for the souls of him- 
self, his relatives, and his friends. His nephew, Ralph, 
Bishop of London, built a stone house near the church 
for the residence of the chantry priests. This building 
was called the College of Stratford and the church, 
under the control of the chantry priests, became known 
as the Collegiate Church of Stratford. A Warden of 
the College under Edward IV built the beautiful choir, 
and a later successor completed the building by con- 
structing the double row of large windows above the 
nave which now form so conspicuous a feature of the 
church from without and flood its interior with light. 
During all these changes the church remained what it 
still continues, the parish church of the community, the 
centre of the religious life of Stratford. 

Another religious organization developed in the Middle 
Ages which had an even greater influence on the life of 
the town, the Guild of the Holy Cross. Originally a 
simple fraternity for mutual aid and the performance 
of religious rites and duties, it came to be in the four- 
teenth and fifteenth centuries, the dominant social and 
administrative body of the community. It was richly en- 
dowed and every citizen of good standing in the town 
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was a member. As the brethren were under vow not 
to enter into litigation with one another without the con- 
sent of its officers, it acquired considerable civil jurisdic- 
tion. Its fame spread throughout England; rich mer- 
chants in distant cities were among its members, and 
even a Prince of the blood, Shakespeare’s “false, fleeting, 
perjured Clarence” was glad to enroll himself and his 
wife, daughter of the Kingmaker Warwick, in the fra- 
ternity.* 

Meanwhile the Guild was giving practical and perma- 
nent evidence of its wealth and beneficence. The founda- 
tions of its noble chapel were laid by Robert of Strat- 
ford, the father of Archbishop John. The chapel itself 
was enlarged and rebuilt in its present form toward the 
close of the fifteenth century by Hugh Clopton, a citizen 
of Stratford, who had made his fortune in London and 
become Lord Mayor of that city. Clopton also built the 
stately stone bridge which crosses the Avon to-day and 
left money for the education of poor boys at Oxford 
and Cambridge. The Guild was specially interested in 
education and early in the fifteenth century it founded a 
free grammar school for the children of its members. 
It was at this school, still in existence, that Shakespeare 
probably received his education. 

The sweeping changes of the Reformation profoundly 
modified the social life of Stratford. The College was 
suppressed and the building became a private residence, 
occupied in Shakespeare’s day by his friend John 
Coombe. The Guild was dissolved and its property 
passed to the Crown. For a period of six or seven years 
the little town was left almost wholly without means 
of self-government. In 1553, however, a charter was 

1 The ordinances of the Guild in the reign of Richard TI are 


reprinted in Sidney Lee’s Stratford-on-dvon and throw much 
light on the social life of the town. 
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obtained from Edward VI which remodelled the old 
Guild into the new Corporation of Stratford. 

The property of the Guild, the chapel and guildhall, 
school-house, almshouse, and real estate in the town, 
was handed over to the Corporation. The old officers of 
the Guild, the bailiff, aldermen, chamberlains, and so 
forth, became municipal officials. The town council, com- 
posed of these officers and of ten leading citizens, became 
the supreme local authority and exercised strict control 
over the lives and conduct of the citizens. It fixed the 
price and regulated the quality of ale and bread, pre- 
scribed the dress of all inhabitants over six years of age, 
imposed fines for profanity and non-attendance at 
church, set refractory citizens in the stocks, and ducked 
scolding wives in the Avon. Stratford became under the 
new charter a little self-governing world; but the gov- 
ernment lay solely in the hands of a small body, the 
“free men of the Corporation,” order and degree were 
strictly observed, and the idea of personal liberty so 
dear to the heart of modern Americans was a thing un- 
known. Local autonomy and governmental control of 
private life count for quite as much in differentiating 
Shakespeare’s Stratford from an American village as do 
the old traditions and monuments in stone that link it 
to its past. In Shakespeare’s day it was a thriving 
country town, humming with industry, the market-place 
of a rich farming countryside, and by no means out of 
touch with London. 

Round about Stratford spreads the lovely country of 
central England, far more heavily wooded in Shake- 
speare’s day than now, but less so then than in former 
times when, as the saying ran, a squirrel might leap from 
bough to bough across all Warwickshire. It was, and is, 
a gently rolling country of plough-land and pastures set 
off by hedgerows and watered by slow full streams that 
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rise at times to flood their banks. The rich soil and the 
mild moist climate give rise to a profuse vegetation; the 
trees are heavy with leafage and the grassy lanes and 
green meadows gay with flowers in spring and summer. 
The streams swarm with fish; the air is vocal with the 
song of thrush, lark, and nightingale, and in Shake- 
speare’s day there were still deer in the woods and boar 
in the deeper recesses of the forest of Arden. All this 
wealth of nature lay at Shakespeare’s very door; five 
minute’s walk from his home on Henley Street would 
take him into the heart of the country, and there is 
abundant evidence in his plays and poems that Shake- 
speare knew and loved all the rich and changing aspects 
of nature that lay about his youth. He is the country- 
bred poet, as his friend Jonson was the product of the 
city streets and taverns, and the nature that Shake- 
speare loved was not the grand, the terrible, nor the 
stormy nature of the mountains or the sea, but the soft 
and smiling revelations of beauty of his own English 
country-side. 

One other feature of the country around Stratford is 
worth noting. It was rich in memories of the Wars of 
the Roses. Warwick, with its ancient castle, a few hours 
walk from Stratford, had been the seat of the Yorkist 
Kingmaker. Coventry, with its old walls, only a little 
further distant, had been a Lancastrian stronghold. This 
epoch of English history not much further removed from 
Shakespeare’s day than our own Civil War from us had 
a peculiar fascination for him. His chronicle plays deal 
almost exclusively with this period; of earlier English 
kings and heroes, William the Conqueror, Richard Coeur 
de Lion, the great Edwards I and III, he has little to 
say. His great cycle of Histories from Richard II to 
Richard III deals wholly with the struggle between York 
and Lancaster, and the lessons that he draws from this 
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struggle, the folly and the wickedness of civil strife, 
the necessity and blessedness of national unity and civil 
peace, he was never tired of repeating. 

Into Stratford town there came about 1550 the poet’s 
father, John Shakespeare. He belonged to a family, 
perhaps originally Norman, that had many branches in 
Warwickshire. Another John Shakespeare, often con- 
fused with him, was his fellow citizen, a shoemaker in 
Stratford. John came of sound yeoman stock; his father, 
Richard, was a farmer who rented the fifty-acre farm 
of Asbies from Robert Arden, a rich squire of the neigh- 
boring village of Wilmcote. John, however, turned his 
back upon the farm, and opened a shop in Stratford for 
the sale of country produce, corn, wool, timber, skins, 
and so forth, and enrolled himself in the Glovers’ guild. 
His first recorded appearance in Stratford is not exactly 
to his credit, for in April, 1552, he was fined 12d for 
failing to remove a dirt heap in front of his house. But 
in spite of this unpromising beginning John Shake- 
speare prospered and rose rapidly to be one of the lead- 
ing citizens of the little town. No doubt his marriage 
about 1552 to Mary Arden, the daughter of his father’s 
landlord, helped to establish his social position. He 
bought several houses in the borough, contributed to the 
relief of sufferers from the plague, and helped to pay 
the beadle’s salary. He took an active part in town 
affairs and was chosen by his fellow citizens for one 
office after another. He became first ale-taster, that is 
supervisor of the price and quality of ale and bread 
offered for sale, then town councillor, chamberlain, that 
is keeper of borough accounts, alderman, and finally in 
1568 bailiff or presiding officer of the Corporation. In 
this capacity he granted licenses to travelling companies 
of players, the Queen’s and Worcester’s Men. The year 
1568 marks the first recorded appearance of professional 
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actors at Stratford and it is quite likely that William 
Shakespeare saw his first stage play as a boy of four 
standing by John’s side in the guildhall where these 
companies performed. 

John Shakespeare seems, however, to have failed to 
retain the honorable position that he had won in the 
community. His family and his expenses increased rap- 
idly and he seems to have met with financial losses. We 
hear of vexatious lawsuits and heavy fines. He begins 
to absent himself from the meetings of the town-council ; 
in 1578 it is recorded that he was unable to pay the 
weekly sum of fourpence for the relief of the poor ex- 
pected from every councillor. In the same year he mort- 
gaged and sold outright property that his wife had 
inherited; finally in 1586 he was deposed from his office 
as alderman because of his continued absence from coun- 
cil meetings, and in 1592 he was reported as a “recusant” 
that is as failing to attend the parish church, and the 
excuse was given that he feared to be arrested for debt. 

Apart from these recorded facts little is known of the 
poet’s father. It is probable that he was in our sense 
of the word uneducated; indeed it was almost impossible 
for a country boy in the early sixteenth century to obtain 
even the rudiments of an education. He probably could 
read and certainly knew how to keep accounts, but wrote 
with difficulty and preferred to use the Glovers’ trade- 
mark as his signature rather than to sign his name. Tra- 
dition reports him as “a merry-cheeked old man” talking 
in his shop about his famous son and asserting that “Will 
was a good honest fellow but that he (John) durst have 
cracked a jest with him at any time.” He lived to see 
this “good honest fellow” “the best of the family” * as 


4 An interesting novel by this name, the work of Caroline 
Oman, gives a lively and on the whole accurate picture of 
Shakespeare’s environment and his life in Stratford and in 
London. 
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an old account calls him, restore their sinking fortunes, 
purchase New Place, one of the largest houses in Strat- 
ford, and secure for him from the Herald’s Office a 
patent of gentility and the well-known coat of arms. 

From his father the poet seems to have inherited his 
interest in practical affairs, his love of landed property, 
and above all his sanguine temperament and his love of 
a good jest. 

Shakespeare’s mother came from a higher class in 
society than did his father, that of the landed gentry. 
Her family, the Ardens, was one of the great clans of 
Warwickshire. As far back as 1438 a Robert Arden had 
been sheriff of the county and his descendant, Edward 
Arden, also once high sheriff, was executed in 1583 for 
alleged complicity in a Roman Catholic plot against the 
life of Queen Elizabeth. Mary’s father, Robert, a dis- 
tant relative of the main branch, was well-found in this 
world’s goods. He lived at ease in a large well-furnished 
house hung with “painted cloths.’ He was the proud 
owner of many sheep and cattle and the still prouder 
father of seven daughters. His will shows him a pro- 
fessing Catholic and it is quite possible that Mary ad- 
hered in secret to her father’s faith. She married John 
Shakespeare about a year after her father’s death, bore 
him eight children, survived him some seven years and 
was buried in Stratford churchyard. 

Shakespeare's mother, we may well believe, had even 
less knowledge of letters than his father, but she be- 
“queathed her son two excellent things, a gentle nature 
and a reverence for the past, the old manners, the old 
traditions, and the old faith of England. The word 
“gentle” is almost a stock epithet applied by his con- 
temporaries to William Shakespeare, and in Elizabethan 
English the word had a more strictly defined meaning 
than it has with us. It implied race and breeding; a 
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“gentle” man was a gentleman, and there is nothing 
plainer in Shakespeare’s work than his inborn sympathy 
with refinement, courtesy, and aristocratic charm. He 
detested the London mob as heartily as any nobleman, 
and nothing in his life probably gave him greater pleas- 
ure than his success in lifting himself out of the despised 
players’ caste and writing himself down “William Shake- 
speare of Stratford-on-Avon, gentleman.” It is worth 
noting, too, that Shakespeare had nothing of the preju- 
dice partly national, partly religious, against Catholicism 
which marked so many of his contemporaries. Spenser 
might symbolize the Roman church in the person of a 
foul witch; Marlowe introduce the Pope and Cardinals 
into a scene of gross buffoonery in Dr. Faustus, and 
Dekker entitle an anti-papal play The Whore of Baby- 
lon. Shakespeare on the other hand has no trace of the 
Puritan’s bitterness or the playwright’s readiness to 
raise a laugh by a jeer at Rome. The figures of priests, 
friars, cardinals, and bishops that he introduces in his 
plays are always respectable, sometimes venerable char- 
acters, and his references to Catholic doctrines and 
practices are always reverent. This does not mean that 
Shakespeare was at heart a Roman Catholic; he lived 
and died a professing member of the Church of England, 
and, no doubt, like most Englishmen of his day, felt 
himself safe in the via media that his church marked 
out for him. Yet the absence in Shakespeare of any 
trace of religious prejudice in an age of controversy, 
calumny, and persecution, is not a little remarkable and 
it is not altogether fanciful to attribute this trait, in 
part at least, to a filial respect for the faith of his 
gentle mother. 


CHAPTER II 
SHAKESPEARE’S YOUTH 


Or the early life of Shakespeare at Stratford we have 
only two recorded facts: the entry of his baptism, and 
the bond relating to his marriage. Yet we know enough 
of his environment to be able, in some measure, to recon- 
struct his early life; and we have ample testimony to 
his early studies, pursuits, and pastimes in allusions 
scattered throughout his work. The picture, then, that 
we may draw of Shakespeare’s youth is by no means 
purely imaginary. 

According to the parish register of Stratford, Gulielmus 
filius Johannes Shakspere was baptized on Wednesday, 
April 26, 1564, the festival of England’s patron saint, 
St. George. The exact day of his birth is unknown; the 
tradition that he was born on April 23, the day of his 
death in 1616, is late and unreliable. In those days, 
however, children were baptized as soon as possible and 
it is unlikely that William was born before the 21st or 
22nd of April. He saw the light in one of the two con- 
tiguous houses in Henley Street, probably not in the 
one now shown as the Birthplace, which did not become 
John’s property till 1575, but in the other, now called 
the Museum, which John had bought just before his 
marriage. 

William was the oldest surviving child; two girls 
born before him had died in infancy; but a numerous 
brood succeeded him, three brothers, Gilbert, Richard, 
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and Edmund, and two sisters Joan and Ann. In Shake- 
speare’s home the strict discipline of the Middle Ages 
still prevailed. The boy rose early, waited on his parents 
at table, kept silent in their presence, capped to his 
elders on the street, and, no doubt, was whipped for any 
petty fault. Yet his parents must have been proud of 
their vigorous, handsome eldest son and arranged at the 
first moment for him to enjoy the education which had 
been denied to them. 

The old Guild school had been transformed by Ed- 
ward VI in 1553 into the King’s New School of Strat- 
ford-on-Avon. The salary of the master was fixed at 
£20 a year, a much higher figure than was usual in 
Elizabethan schools, and a succession of able scholars 
conducted the teaching. The school offered free edu- 
cation to all the sons of Stratford citizens, and when 
we consider John Shakespeare’s position in the town it 
seems incredible that he should have neglected to avail 
himself of this opportunity for his son. A lively appre- 
ciation of the advantages of a classical education was 
one of the distinguishing characteristics of Elizabethan 
England, as is shown by the founding of almost as many 
free schools during the Queen’s reign as had been in 
existence up to her time, and John Shakespeare, town- 
councillor and bailiff of Stratford, was not the man to 
deprive his son of such an advantage. 

Before William entered the grammar school, however, 
he must have mastered the alphabet in the horn-book, 
learned to spell out simple English, and to write in the 
old-fashioned script which he continued to use all his 
life.’ 

1 The only certain specimens of Shakespeare’s handwriting 
that remain are six signatures of his to various documents— 
three of them to his last will. It is possible that three pages of 


the MS. play of Sir Thomas More (cf. p. 181) now in the British 
Museum, are in Shakespeare’s hand. The apparent illegibility 


The curriculum of an Elizabethan grammar school 
was almost entirely composed of Latin and Latin was the 
vehicle of instruction, for the end of education was con- 
ceived to be the ability to read, speak, and write this 
common language of scholars. The Latin Grammar of 
Colet and Lyly had been authorized by royal proclama- 
tion as the only textbook to be used in English schools. 
The rules were written in Latin and the unhappy school- 
boy was forced to learn them by heart before he under- 
stood the language in which they were written. Along 
with the study of grammar came exercises in Latin con- 
versation, based on phrase books like the Sententiae 
Pueriles, which the boys also had to learn by heart. The 
bits of Latin dialogue between the schoolmaster, Holo- 
fernes, and the parson in Love’s Labour’s Lost are 
modelled on such exercises and show how well Shake- 
speare remembered his early training. Along with these 
studies came the reading of Latin: Msop’s Fables and 
the Eclogues of Baptista Mantuanus, the popular Renais- 
sance poet,—‘‘for style and matter very familiar and 
grateful to children,’ says an old schoolmaster; one 
wonders what the boys thought of Baptista. Holofernes 
both quotes and praises him. Then came Cicero, the 
idol of the Renaissance, in his Episiles, De Officiis, De 
Amicitia, and other works. The Latin poets and play- 
wrights, Virgil, Ovid, Terence, Plautus, and the much 
praised tragedies of Seneca, were also. read, usually in 
selections. Ovid was evidently Shakespeare’s favorite; 
he prefixes a quotation from the Amores to his first 
poem, Venus and Adonis, makes innumerable references 


of his handwriting has led some uninstructed persons to 
think of him as an illiterate person, but scholars know that 
his handwriting is the usual old English script taught in 
all provincial schools in his time. The new Italian script, now 


oe was only used in the most cultured cireles at that 
ime. 


to the stories of the Metamorphoses, and borrows from 
that poem the name of his fairy queen, Titania.” 

The question has sometimes been raised whether 
Shakespeare knew Greek. The masters of the Stratford 
school in Shakespeare’s day were Oxford scholars no 
doubt qualified to teach Greek, and Jonson’s well-known 
statement that Shakespeare had “small Latin and less 
Greek” seems to imply that the poet had at least an ac- 
quaintance with that language; otherwise Jonson might 
have written “no Greek.” But the question, after all, is 
idle since there is no reason whatever to believe that 
Shakespeare read Greek or had any acquaintance with 
Greek literature—except Plutarch—either in the original 
or in translations. With Latin the case is different. What 
seemed “small Latin” to such a scholar as Jonson would 
be a very respectable quantity today. A boy must have 
been dull indeed who could spend six or seven years 
devoted almost exclusively to the study of Latin for 
about ten hours” a day and yet emerge from the process 
without a very fair command of the language. 

Apart from the Latin classics the only book studied 
was the Bible in the Geneva version with which Shake- 
speare’s plays show a perfect familiarity. There is some 
reason, however, to believe that Shakespeare had studied 
the formal Rhetoric which was taught only in the most 
advanced forms of such schools. 

What may we believe, then, to have been the final 
result of Shakespcare’s schooling? A possible smattering 
of Greek may be discarded, but he must have had such 


1 An old copy of the Metamorphoses, now in the Bodleian, 
bears on the title-page the abbreviated signature Wm Shre 
and opposite the signature the entry in a seventeenth-century 
hand: “This little Booke of Ovid was given to me by W. Hall 
who sayd it was once Will. Shaksperes, T. N. 1682.” The sup- 
posed signature is probably a forgery. 

* School began in Shakespeare’s day at 6 or 7 a. m. and 
lasted with brief intermissions till 5.30 or 6 p.m. 


a knowledge of Latin as enabled him to read the best 
authors with ease and fluency. More important still was 
a real mastery of English composition acquired by the 
constant practice of translating Latin into English and 
English back into Latin. Along with this went a thor- 
ough grasp on the Latin element in the English language; 
no author could use this with the precision and power 
that Shakespeare displays unless he had enjoyed a 
sound classical education. 

Even in such a school as Shakespeare’s a boy’s life 
was not all work. There were the legal holidays, the 
holidays granted at the request of a graduate or a patron 
of the school (Master Slender gets the boys leave to 
play, Merry Wives IV, i), and the happy hours stolen by 
the truants. The boyish games with which these hours 
were filled were well-known to Shakespeare and there is 
frequent mention of them in his works. We have no 
reason to imagine him a shy, retiring, bookish lad. On 
the contrary in his youth as in his manhood he must have 
loved the society of his fellows, and revelled in such 
games as hide-and-seek and blind-man’s buff (the Jide, 
fox and the hood-man blind of Hamlet), prisoner’s base 
(Cymbeline, V, iii, 20), football (Comedy of Errors, II, 
i, 82), and the nine-men’s morris (Midsummer Night’s 
Dream, II, ti, 98). Like Falstaff in his youth he prob- 
ably plucked geese, played truant, and whipped the top 
(Merry Wives, V, i, 26), and if he were beaten for his 
pranks, weighed the pain against the pleasure, shrugged 
his shoulders, and continued in his ways with the fat 
Knight’s own equanimity. He swam and fished in the 
Avon and made an early acquaintance with the field 
sports which seem to have had a decisive influence on 
his career some time later. In short, as Shakespeare was 
a man’s man in London, we may well believe him to have 
been a real boy in Stratford. 


It was usual then for boys to spend some seven years 
in the grammar school, and if Shakespeare entered it at 
the age of seven, he would have been ready to leave in 
1578. His first biographer, Rowe, says that Shake- 
speare’s father withdrew him from school at an early 
age because of his financial difficulties. It is not, how- 
ever, until 1577 that John’s financial difficulties appear in 
the records and it is hard to see how these would have 
been lessened by withdrawing his son from school. There 
were no school bills for John to pay and William could 
hardly have been a help to him in business before his 
fourteenth year. It is possible that John’s increasing 
troubles prevented him from sending his son to one of 
the universities, but whether William lost much thereby 
is an open question. 

Upon leaving school then, about 1578, Shakespeare was 
probably bound over as apprentice to his father, possibly 
later, according to an old tradition, to a Stratford 
butcher, This was the usual, in fact the necessary prac- 
tice for a boy who was expected to take his father’s 
place in such a town as Stratford. Without passing 
through an apprenticeship to a recognized craft no one 
could open a shop, practice a trade, or become a free 
citizen of the town. No doubt John Shakespeare ex- 
pected William to take over his business, restore his 
sinking fortune, and succeed him in his various offices. 

It is not likely, however, that William shared his 
father’s expectations. The traditions of his youth at 
Stratford may be late and uncertain, but they point to a 
life quite unlike that of the industrious apprentice. The 
story of his drinking bout with the “sippers” of Bidford 
and his subsequent night’s lodging under a crabtree 
would hardly have been told about a man whose youth 
was remembered as one of sobriety and self-restraint. 
More particularly Shakespeare’s familiarity with field 
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sports, hawking and hunting, and with the care and 
training of horse, hawk, and hound, point, like that efli- 
ciency in billiards on which Emerson once remarked, to 
many ill-spent hours in youth. It is hard to exaggerate 
the significance of this familiarity. Madden, whose Diary 
of Master William Silence is the recognized authority on 
this matter, comments on Shakespeare’s knowledge of 
the most intimate secrets of woodcraft and falconry and 
of the nature and disposition of the horse. He notes, 
moreover, that this knowledge is peculiar to Shake- 
speare; no such familiarity with field sports and horses 
appears in the work of any other Elizabethan play- 
wright. Now it is certain that the young Shakespeare, 
son of a busy Stratford shopkeeper, never owncd a hawk, 
much less a kennel of hounds, and never bestrode a 
horse, except perhaps a heavy plough horse on some 
country farm. Nor could he have acquired this famili- 
arity during his busy years in London. It comes from 
the period of his youth that lies between his schooldays 
and his departure to London, and points to hours on 
hours spent in following on foot the chase of stag and 
hare as practiced by gentlemen about Stratford and to 
more hours spent in hanging about the stables, mews, 
and kennels of such a country house as Charlecote in 
intimate converse with grooms, falconers, and huntsmen, 
and in loving observation of their charges. Such hours, 
after all, were not mis-spent; they have left their traces 
in delightful passages in his work, but they were not 
likely to lead to success in business or gladden the heart 
of an anxious father. 

Another pastime which must have delighted young 
Shakespeare was the drama. Coventry was within walk- 
ing distance of Stratford and at Coventry some scenes 
of a famous cycle of miracle plays were annually per- 
formed on Corpus Christi day in early summer as late 
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as 1584, Shakespeare may well have seen such a per- 
formance more than once and as a boy of eleven he may 
have gone with his father to see the splendid pageants 
and masques with which Leicester in 1575 entertained 
the Queen at Kenilworth some fifteen miles from Strat- 
ford. There were, moreover, opportunities for seeing 
plays at home of which Shakespeare would surely have 
taken advantage. A travelling company performed at 
Stratford in 1568 while John Shakespeare was bailiff. 
They must have given a good report of the little town, 
for in the seventies and early eighties a number of com- 
panies appeared there.” It seems more than a guess 
that the young Shakespeare never missed a chance to 
attend these performances and that as a boy at Strat- 
ford he made his first acquaintance with the crude early 
work of the Elizabethan drama to which he was des- 
tined to contribute its greatest plays. 

Shakespeare was hardly more than a boy—not yet 
nineteen—when he took the most important step in a 
man’s life and married. Such a cloud of controversy has 
gathered about this marriage and so many inferences 
have been drawn from it that it seems best simply to 
state the known facts and leave the inferences to be 
drawn by the reader. 

Shakespeare’s bride was Anne, daughter of Richard 
Hathaway, a farmer at Shottery near Stratford, who 
died in the summer of 1582. Anne was eight years older 
than William and apparently quite uneducated. Some 
months after Richard’s death, on November 28, 1582, 
two friends of his filed a bond with the Bishop of 
Worcester, in whose diocese the town of Stratford lay, 
freeing him from all liability if any lawful impediment 


1 In 1573 Leicester’s Men; in 1576 the companies of Warwick 
and Worcester; in 1577 Leicester’s and Worcester’s; in 1579 
Lord Strange’s; in 1580 Derby’s; in 1581 Worcester’s and 
Lord Berkeley’s. 
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prevented a marriage between Anne and William Shake- 
speare. The purpose of this action was to obtain the 
Bishop’s license permitting the couple to marry without 
the customary delay of a triple asking of the banns in 
church. Such a delay would have carried them into the 
Advent season and by the old church law marriage was 
forbidden from Advent Sunday till about the middle of 
January. And there was urgent reason for a speedy 
marriage. The Bishop accordingly granted a license * 
and the young couple were married, not in Stratford, as 
would have been most natural, but in some unknown 
church. To Stratford they came, however, and there 
Anne’s child was born and baptized Susanna in Trinity 
Church on May 26, 1583. 

It is an interesting fact that John Shakespeare seems 
to have taken no part in this marriage. His consent, 
however, must have been obtained as William was still 
a minor, and it must have been to his house that William 
brought his bride, for neither he nor Anne had the means 
to take a house of their own. John can hardly have 
approved his son’s marriage with a poor girl eight years 
his elder, and it is unlikely that he had consented to or 
been aware of a formal betrothal before the filing of 
the bond, an engagement which some apologists for 
Shakespeare conjecture to have taken place. 

Less than two years after Susanna’s birth Anne pre- 
sented her husband with twins who were baptized 
Hamnet and Judith in Trinity Church on February 2, 


* A license preserved in the Bishop’s register dated Nov. 27, 
1582, authorizes the marriage of William Shaxpere to Anne 
Whately of Temple Grafton. Most scholars believe this to be 
the license granted to our William and Anne, and explain the 
discrepancy as due to a clerk’s careless copying. On the other 
hand it may be a license to a quite different pair. The name, 
William Shakespeare, was not uncommon in the district and 
Anne Whately of Temple Grafton seems a long remove from 
Anne Hathaway of Stratford. 
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1585. After this there is no record of Shakespeare in 
Stratford for years to come, and there is reason to 
believe that shortly after the birth of the twins he left 
his home, his wife, and his children to seek his fortune 
in the world. 

There has been much idle talk about the married life 
of Shakespeare. The simple facts are that he left his 
wife at Stratford—their son, Hamnet died and was 
buried there in 1596 and there is no evidence that Anne 
ever joined her husband in London—that no children 
were born to them after 1585, that about 1611 he in- 
stalled his wife and daughters in New Place, the fine 
house in Stratford that he had bought in 1597, that he 
joined them there and died in that house in 1616, leav- 
ing Anne his “second best bed” in his will.” 

These facts do not suggest a congenial and happy 
marriage, but rather a hasty wedding, a brief life 
together, a long separation, and late in life an amicable 
reunion. Further than this we have no right to inquire. 

Shakespeare’s departure from Stratford is by old 
tradition connected with a poaching affair. His first 
biographer states that he had robbed a park belonging 
to Sir Thomas Lucy and was prosecuted by that gentle- 
man so severely that he was forced to fly to London. 
There is independent and old corroboration of this story 
and it is so in accord with what we know of Shake- 
speare’s love of sport and the reckless spirit which led 
to his hasty marriage that we may well accept it as in 


* This bequest and the fact that it was an afterthought inter- 
polated into the first draft of the will have been taken to show 
Shakespeare’s disregard of his wife. This is quite improbable. 
Mrs. Shakespeare, now over sixty, was apparently regarded as 
incapable of managing property; she was left in charge of 
Susanna, who with her husband, Dr. Hall, lived in New Place 
after Shakespeare’s death. The bed, probably the one she had 
used for years, was bequeathed to her as her own personal 
property, perhaps at her special request. 
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the main correct. The only question is why such a 
trivial offence as poaching, punishable at that time by 
fine and a brief imprisonment, should have driven the 
culprit into exile. The question, however, is answered 
when we realize the social position of the two parties 
in the case. Sir Thomas was the greatest magnate in 
the neighborhood of Stratford; he was not only a Knight, 
but a member of Parliament and at one time high sher- 
iff of Warwickshire and Worcestershire. He was inter- 
ested in preserving game and a rigorous enforcer of the 
law. When he visited Stratford the Corporation formally 
entertained him with food and drink at an inn. Shake- 
speare, on the other hand, though married and the father 
of three children, may still have been an apprentice, and 
was certainly a doubtful character; there is no evidence 
that he had become a free citizen of the town. His 
father was rapidly losing the high position he had once 
held, and Shakespeare himself possessed no independent 
means of support. It is plain that the vindictive wrath 
of such a personage as Lucy, fanned into flame, the story 
goes, by a scurrilous ballad which Shakespeare wrote 
against him, might well render the poet’s life at Strat- 
ford intolerable. 

Another tradition, even older and resting on better 
authority, comes from a certain William Beeston, whose 
father, Christopher, had played as a boy in Shake- 
speare’s company. He told the antiquary Aubrey that 
“Shakespeare understood Latin pretty well for he had 
been in his younger years a schoolmaster in the coun- 
try.” This is by no means impossible for Shakespeare’s 
training in the Guild School would qualify him at least 
for a subordinate position in a country school. Nor is the 
report incompatible with the poaching tradition. There 
is a gap of seven or eight years between the last record 
of Shakespeare in Stratford and his appearance in Lon- 
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don, and it is quite possible that a period of school- 
teaching intervened between the two. If so, Shakespeare 
spent this time in all probability in the neighboring 
country of Gloucester. The names of Shakespeare and 
Hathaway occur repeatedly in that district, so that 
William may have found friends and relatives there who 
would help him to a position in a school, and in one of 
his plays (2 K. H. IV) he shows an intimate acquaint- 
ance with family names, localities, and local customs of 
the Cotswold district. A year or two of school-teaching, 
however, was probably enough for Shakespeare and he 
began to turn his eyes longingly toward London. It is 
not at all likely that he thought of taking up a trade 
there, as his fellow Stratfordian, Richard Field, later 
the publisher of Venus and Adonis and of Lucrece, had 
done. He would have heard reports of the building of 
theatres, the formation of new companies of actors,” 
perhaps even of the brilliant success of Lyly’s courtly 
comedies and the popular triumph of Kyd’s Spanish 
Tragedy. It was no doubt with a view to sharing in the 
bright future dawning for the English drama as an 
actor, perhaps as a playwright, that Shakespeare, some 
time about 1587 or 1588, threw down the schoolmasters 
rod, closed his books, and took the road to London. 


1 The Queen’s new Company was organized in 1588 and its 
members were allowed wages and liveries as grooms of the 
chamber—a privilege accorded many years later to Shakespeare 
himself. 


CHAPTER III 
SHAKESPEARE’S LONDON 


SHAKESPEARE probably came to London about 1587 
or 1588—there is no certainty as to the date—and re- 
mained there except for short visits to Stratford for 
some twenty-five years, that is, all his working life. The 
life of London, the pursuits and pleasures of the citizens, 
influenced and colored all his life and work. It was for 
Londoners that he wrote his poems and produced his 
plays. The country youth had perforce to adapt him- 
self to an urban environment, but there is nothing to show 
that he shrank from this adaptation. On the contrary 
it would seem that he plunged gladly into the tide of 
London life and swam strongly with the current. He 
won his success, in part at least, by the truth and beauty 
with which he reflected in his work the spirit and the 
color of his new surroundings. 

London in Shakespeare’s day presented the spectacle 
of a medieval city bursting its bonds, physical and spir- 
itual, under the stimulus of the Renaissance. It was the 
one city in England which had come fully under the 
influence of this movement and it was rapidly concen- 
trating in itself all the life in England that was touched 
by this new spirit. It was not only the capital of the 
kingdom, but the centre of its social, commercial, and 
intellectual life. The Queen held her court at Whitehall 
in Westminster just outside the city proper, or at Green- 
wich on the Thames below, or at Richmond or Windsor 
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above London. The road along the Thames from the 
city to Westminster, the Strand of to-day, was lined with 
the town-houses of great nobles. The Royal Exchange, 
built by Sir Thomas Gresham in 1566, was the sole 
building in England devoted to the meetings of mer- 
chants for the transaction of business. The quays along 
the Thames were crowded with shipping from all parts 
of the world, for English commerce with East and West 
was increasing with leaps and bounds, and the customs 
duties paid at London constituted a substantial part of 
the royal revenue. Except for the university presses at 
Oxford and Cambridge all the printers and publishers in 
England were gathered in London, and it was only in 
London that theatres for the public performance of the 
drama were to be found. To this great centre of the 
kingdom there flowed a steady stream of students from 
the universities, young gentlemen from the homes of the 
landed aristocracy, and apprentices from provincial 
towns like Stratford. London was indeed the heart of 
England, and in Shakespeare’s day this heart was beat- 
ing high with a full consciousness of its supreme 
importance. 

No greater contrast can well be imagined than that 
between the huge metropolitan London of today and 
the city of Shakespeare’s time. The Thames, a tidal 
river, swarming with fish, as yet unpolluted by the 
refuse of factories on its banks, ran all along the old 
town. It was crossed by a single bridge, London Bridge, 
reckoned one of the wonders of the world with its score 
of arches through which the tide rushed with tremen- 
dous force. The bridge was built up with shops and 
houses like the Ponte Vecchio at Florence, and defended 
at its southern end by a tower and gate over which 
grinned the rotting heads of traitors fixed on spikes. 
Flocks of swans sailed gracefully upon the river and 
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hundreds of little boats—some two thousand in Shake- 
speare’s day——plied busily up and down stream with 
cries of “Westward Ho” and “Eastward Ho,” serving 
the same function of transportation as is today per- 
formed by the underground railway, the bus, and the 
taxi-cab. It is worth noting that coaches were unknown 
in London streets before 1564, the year of Shake- 
speare’s birth, and wheeled vehicles were still rare in 
the narrow streets when Shakespeare came to town. The 
river was the main artery of traffic and served also as a 
highway for stately pageants and solemn funerals. 

The city proper was still surrounded by its mediæval 
walls describing an arc of over two miles from the Tower 
in the east, to a brook called the Fleet in the west. The 
Tower, according to common opinion first built by Julius 
Cesar and enlarged from age to age, at once fortress, 
armory, prison, mint, and menagery for the royal lions, 
still frowned upon the city. The walls were pierced by 
gates, closed at the curfew hour, whose names still sur- 
vive in the London districts of Ludgate, Aldgate, New- 
gate, the western gate by which Shakespeare entered 
London, and Bishopsgate. The growing pressure of 
population, however,—London rose from ca. 100,000 at 
the beginning of Elizabeth’s reign to double that num- 
ber under her successor—had long since pushed the in- 
habitants outside the circle of the walls. There were 
almost as many people living in the suburbs, Southwark, 
Moorfields, and Charing Cross, as in the city. The 
suburbs, like one or two small districts within the walls, 
were not under the jurisdiction of the city authorities. 
They were known as the “liberties” and were not of the 
best repute; one angry contemporary calls them “dens 
for adulterers, thieves, murderers, and every mischief- 
worker.” It was in these “liberties” that the first 
theatres were built. 
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W<ghjn the walls lay the city proper traversed by a 
fem«imain Crowded thoroughfares intersected at irregular 
‘Intervals by narrow lance: unpaved, dark, and dirty. 
Open sewers ran along them to the river and sanitary 
conditions were so bea that the city was seldom free 
from the plague and during Shakespeare’s residence was 
devastated by terrible epidemics in 1593 and 1603. To 
modern notions the policing of the city was quite un- 
satisfactory ; there was no police force at all by day, and 
at night the dim streets were protected only by a volun- 
teer guard, of whose efficiency we may form some idea 
from Shakespeare’s humorous picture of the night watch 
in Much Ado. Yet London in his day seems to have 
been singularly free from crimes of violence. 

The closely crowded houses were built of brick and 
timber and many private dwellings as well as shops and 
taverns were distinguished by large hanging signs. Yet 
there were gardens behind many houses and just without 
the walls there were open fields where the citizens en- 
joyed their sports. Gentlemen hawked and hunted where 
today the buildings of the British Museum cover the 
ground. It is probable that the Londoners of Shake- 
speare’s time spent many more hours in the open than 
the citizens of to-day. The shops themselves lay open 
to the air, their goods exposed for sale on benches 
protected from the rain by penthouses springing from 
the main building and projecting over the narrow street. 

London was a city of churches; the one hundred and 
twenty steeples of its parish churches rose toward 
heaven like a forest of stone. Yet it was by no means 
a religious city. To this the extraordinary condition of 
its great cathedral, St. Paul’s, bears amazing witness. 

ortly before Shakespeare’s birth a flash of lightning 
struck the lofty spire and the fire that followed left only 
the stone walls standing. The church was promptly 
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rebuilt, all but the spire, but in the years That-£ol]owed 
it became quite as much a meeting and lounging piece 
for Londoners as a house of prayer. Divine service was 
performed daily in the choir, but the transept became 
a city thoroughfare and the great central aisle, known 
as Paul’s Walk, was a combination of business exchange - 
and city club. Merchants made appointments to meet 
at this or that pillar and lawyers transacted business 
there with clients, One pillar was reserved for jobless 
serving men to post up their qualifications—Falstaff en- 
gaged Bardolf in St. Paul’s—young gallants strolled up 
and down to show off their fine clothes, and tailors hung 
about with tablets to take note of the latest fashions and 
with tape to measure customers. Penniless adventurers 
lounged about the tomb known as Duke Humpbhrey’s 
waiting for an invitation to dinner or a chance to fasten 
upon some country gull; courtesans and their attendant 
squires hunted the place in pursuit of prey. And all the 
while the solemn liturgy of the church was being chanted 
in the choir. The service, however, was liable to sudden 
interruption, for by a local rule, if a gentleman entered 
the choir with his spurs on during worship, he was sub- 
ject to a fine which was collected on the spot by the 
choir boys who left their posts to swarm about him like 
a flock of white butterflies. Paul’s Churchyard—the 
walled enclosure of the cathedral—and the lanes adjoin- 
ing were the centre of the book trade—over half of 
Shakespeare’s plays published in his lifetime issued from 
Paul’s Yard, and he must have spent hours at the book- 
stalls reading some new poem or turning over a book of 
old tales in search for a plot for a play. 

This conversion of the great cathedral to secular uses 
was characteristic of the spirit of London in Shake-.. 
speare’s day. The busy, eager, many-colored life of the 
town, was pre-eminently a worldly life. The old religion 
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had {ost its hold upon the people and Puritanism, though 
gee wing ever stronger among the middle classes, had not 
yet become predominant. If London had a real religion 
it was that of patriotism. The great city was devotedly 
loyal to the Queen. There was a fierce outburst of popu- 
lar wrath when a Catholic posted on the door of the 
Bishop of London’s palace a papal bull, excommunicat- 
ing and deposing Elizabeth, and it was only appeased. by 
the public execution of the offender in St. Paul’s Church- 
yard. It is worth noting in this connection that Catholics 
were prosecuted in Elizabeth’s reign on civil, not on 
religious grounds, and that the victims were executed as 
traitors, not as Catholics; a loyal Catholic was as a rule 
left unmolested. London merchants joined with the 
Queen in financing the plundering and colonizing expedi- 
tions which challenged the power of Spain in the New 
World. At the approach of the Armada Elizabeth called 
on London for fifteen ships and five thousand men; the 
loyal city promptly offered double the number of both 
and raised an additional force of ten thousand men to 
meet a possible invasion. The wealth of the city, due 
in the main to its commerce, was rapidly increasing and 
the citizens were well aware that their peace and pros- 
perity rested upon the firm rule and wise policy of the 
Queen. 

London was not only a busy and patriotic city; it was 
passionately addicted to pleasure. In spite of the at- 
tempted restrictions of a Puritan magistracy the spirit 
of the citizens at large was still that of Merry England. 
They poured out of the walls on Sundays and holidays 
to seek their pleasure in the open fields and suburbs, to 
play at bowls or football, to shoot at the butts, to watch 
the baiting of bulls and bears, or to see a play in some 
inn courtyard or theatre. 

In the life of pleasure-loving London the taverns 
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played a principal part. Originally mere inns for the. 
reception of travellers, these houses had in Shake-. 
speare’s day developed a variety of functions. They 
served not only as lodging places but as restaurants 
where a guest might either eat at the host’s table, the 
so-called “ordinary,’ or order what food he wished 
served to him in a private room. It was customary for 
a gentleman visiting a tavern to engage such a room for 
himself and his friends, male or female, where he might 
eat and drink, transact business, gamble, or make love, 
undisturbed except by the entrance of the “drawer’— 
the waiter—or by the appearance of a band of musi- 
cians—‘‘a noise’ in Elizabethan English—who wandered 
from tavern to tavern to offer their services to gentle- 
men inclined for a little music. Such rooms were distin- 
guished, not by numbers as now-a-days, but by proper 
names, the Rose, the Angel, the Dolphin, etc., with corre- 
sponding signs over the doors and the amount consumed 
therein was charged up to the room at the central bar— 
“score a pint of bastard’—a sweet Spanish wine—“in 
the Half Moon” is the drawer’s cry in J King Henry IV. 
In such rooms, where visitors were assured of a certain 
amount of privacy, groups of friends assembled for social 
intercourse and so made a beginning of the modern club. 
We hear, for instance, of the famous group comprising 
Shakespeare, Jonson, Beaumont, Fletcher, and other 
wits, poets, and playwrights, who used to meet at the 
Mermaid tavern, and somewhat later Jonson presided in 
state over a club which met in the Apollo room of the 
Devil tavern at Temple Bar. Here the old scholar-poet 
wrote the club rules in Latin and engraved them in 
marble over the fireplace and here he formally adopted 
young wits and poets into “the tribe of Ben.” 

In the large common room before the bar all sorts 
of conditions of men assembled to drink a cup of sack 
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meet a friend, chaff the drawer, and kiss the hostess. 
flere was the soldier, full of strange oaths, back from the 
Low Countries, the sailor from the Indies, the traveller 
from the Continent, the scholar from Oxford or Cam- 
bridge, the flat-capped city prentice, and the county 
squire open-eyed in wonder at strange sights and 
sounds. The Elizabethan drama, not only of Shake- 
speare, but particularly of such city playwrights as 
Jonson, Dekker, and Middleton is redolent of the Lon- 
don tavern. 

There was, moreover, a particular bond between the 
tavern and the new drama. From early times the inn 
courtyard had been a common place for dramatic per- 
formances. Entered from the street by a single arch 
through which the carriers led their horses, and sur- 
rounded by galleries opening on the adjacent rooms of 
the inn, the courtyard was easily adapted to a crude 
sort of theatre. A scaffold projecting into the-yard was 
erected for the stage opposite the entrance and a curtain 
hung from the gallery over the scaffold gave a back- 
drop to the actors who entered the stage from, their 
dressing-room in the inn behind the curtain. They could 
also use, if they wished, a part of the gallery just above 
the scaffold to represent an upper chamber or the wall 
of a town. One of the actors stood at the arch to exact 
the penny entrance fee which admitted the spectator to 
standing room in the flagged courtyard. Such specta- 
tors were the “groundlings” of Shakespeare’s plays. 
Visitors of higher rank, with heavier purses, hired a 
room in the tavern, sat on stools in the gallery and wit- 
nessed the performance at their ease. There were no 
theatres in or near London till some years after Shake- 
speare’s birth and the natural home of the new drama 
was the inn courtyard. Performances within the city 
limits were indeed forbidden by a local ordinance in 
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1567, but the prohibition, like other prohibitions, was 
not strictly enforced; plays long continued to be givén 
at such London taverns as the Crosskeys, where Shake- 
speare himself may have acted, at the Red Bull, and at 
the Boar’s Head which he made immortal as the peculiar 
habitation of Sir John Falstaff. 

Performances at such places were attended by a mot- 
ley throng of spectators. The dregs of the city, harlots 
and pickpockets, plied their trade and jostled sober citi- 
zens with their wives, while rowdy prentices rubbed 
elbows with country squires. London citizens delighted 
in shows of every sort; malicious gossip declared that 
city wives would sell their honor for a sight of masques 
at court. The city fathers presented gorgeous pageants 
in the streets or on the river on every fit occasion. All 
this thirst for pleasure in the form of spectacle found 
a quick gratification in the lively action, the songs and 
dances, the clownage, the broad-sword combats, and the 
dumb-shows of the new drama. The rapid building of 
theatres and the amazing development of the drama in 
Shakespeare’s day show how heartily the city supported 
this new art. It must not be forgotten that Elizabethan 
drama was a popular entertainment; it was neither en- 
dowed by the state like the Attic drama nor supported 
by the court as later in France. It appealed directly to 
and depended mainly upon audiences composed of Lon- 
don citizens. 

There were, however, two institutions which exerted a 
very considerable influence upon the new drama, neither 
of which were in any sense popular. The first of these 
was the Inns of Court. These famous London law- 
schools, through which alone admission to the Bar was 
possible, were and still are, something more than law- 
schools. Dating back to the thirteenth and fourteenth 
centuries the four great Inns, the Inner and the Middle 
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Temple, Lincoln’s Inn, and Gray’s, resembled the col- 
‘leges of Oxford and Cambridge. They required the resi- 
dence of students within their walls or in subordinate 
Inns, such as Clement’s, Staple’s, and Furnivall’s, which 
were attached to them. Their members dined together, 
summoned to table by the blast of a horn, and attended 
worship together in their own chapels. The Inns were 
self-governing bodies, outside the jurisdiction of the city, 
and ruled by their senior members, the Benchers. Even 
the King’s writ did not run in the precincts of an Inn 
of Court and a story is told of an unlucky royal mes- 
senger who was shaved, ducked, and beaten by the stu- 
dents for venturing within their grounds to serve a 
warrant on one of them. Membership was strictly limited 
to the upper classes, for all students were required to be 
sons of “persons of quality.” Many famous Elizabethans 
were members of these Inns; Sidney and Bacon belonged 
to Gray’s, Sackville and Beaumont to the Inner Temple, 
John Donne to Lincoln’s Inn. It was customary for a 
student to retain his membership in his Inn long after 
he had completed his studies. Bacon, for example, 
through his long and busy life, retained an active inter- 
est in the affairs of Gray’s, devised their Court masques, 
contributed generously to these costly shows, and laid out 
the lovely gardens of the Inn where his statue now 
stands. Thus the Inns of Court were social as well as 
educational institutions. Members had as a matter of 
course the entry of the royal court. They were taught 
dancing and courtly manners as well as law and it was 
not only the privilege, but in a sense the duty, of the 
Inns to entertain the sovereign with revels, masques, and 
dramatic performances. 

Now the interest of these Inns in the drama of Shake- 
speare’s day was lively and intelligent. Members of the 
Inns acted in works of their own composition and some- 


times called in professional actors on state occasions; The 
Comedy of Errors, for instance, was acted at Gray’s in 
1594 and Twelfth Night at the Middle Temple in 1602. 
A large proportion of the members came from the uni- 
versities; all of them had probably received the common 
classical training of the grammar-schools. It is, there- 
fore, not surprising that they were for the most part 
admirers of classical drama. Indeed the attempt to do- 
mesticate Senecan drama in England was closely con- 
nected with the dramatic activities of the Inns of Court. 
Sackville and Norton led the way with their Gorboduc, 
performed at the Inner Temple in 1562 and later before 
the Queen at Whitehall. At the same Inn in 1566 Gas- 
coigne and Kinwelmersh produced Jocasta, their trans- 
lation of an Italian version of the Phoenissae of Eurip- 
ides. Gismond of Salerne, revised and published as 
Tancred and Gismonda, was written by five members of 
the Inner Temple and played at Court in 1568. Finally 
The Misfortunes of Arthur, the most purely Senecan of 
Elizabethan tragedies, was the work of a member of 
Gray’s. 

The influence of the Inns of Court upon the new 
drama must have been profound and lasting. Members 
of the Inns were constant and enthusiastic supporters 
of the theatre. They furnished a group of auditors at 
once appreciative and critical who cared less than the 
“groundlings’’ for mere action, jigs, and clowning, but 
demanded lofty rhetoric, classical allusions, regular 
structure, and polished verse. They not only attended 
the theatres but conversed with the playwrights and 
actors at the tavern and elsewhere. Jonson boasts of 
his friendship with “divers members of the Inns of 
Court’ and though we have no record of such an inti- 
macy on Shakespeare’s part, it is most likely that as a 
popular playwright and an actor in the best company of 
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his day he must have been well acquainted with the dra- 
matic enthusiasts of the Inns. One can imagine how 
these gentlemen would urge their views upon the play- 
wrights and it is fairly certain that the classical influ- 
ence which helped to transform the crude popular drama 
of the first decades of Elizabeth’s reign came in large 
measure through the Inns of Court. 

The second great influence upon the new drama was 
that of the Court. It is hard for us today to appreciate 
the extent of this influence upon life in Shakespeare’s 
London. The Queen was, of course, the sole fount of 
honor; her favor could raise any man to the highest 
pinnacle of fortune; her wrath could break the proudest 
noble; and both her favor and wrath were exhibited in 
most capricious fashion. The Court constantly inter- 
vened in private affairs and in the daily business of the 
city. The Queen apparently thought herself possessed 
of the power of veto. on the marriages of her courtiers; 
she granted and withdrew trade monopolies by which 
fortunes were made and lost. Even in the provisioning 
of the city the Court played a part, for its caterers had 
the first choice on every shipload of fish or cartload of 
country supplies that was brought into town. 

The Court circle, too, was larger than it is today. It 
was open, as a matter of course, to all members of the 
landed gentry who swarmed to London to share in the 
new life of the realm. It was open at certain times 
under certain restrictions to the citizens themselves. 
From time to time the Queen made stately progresses 
through the city and was feasted by rich merchants or 
city magistrates. A host of Londoners were in one way 
or another dependent on the Court, holding minor offices 
about it, supplying its needs or satisfying its pleasures. 
Court intrigues, the rise and fall of favorites and fac- 
tions, were as interesting to the Londoner of Shake- 
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speare’s day as local and national politics are to us. 
The Court certainly influenced the daily life of Shake- 
speare’s London far more intimately and powerfully 
than it does the London of today. 

Now the Court of Elizabeth was not only pleasure- 
loving, but it found a main source of its pleasure in spec- 
tacles, masquing, and the drama. The Queen herself, a 
true Renaissance sovereign, at once cultured and lux- 
urious, was an ardent lover of such entertainments. She 
had a special official, the Master of Revels, whose busi- 
ness it was to prepare and supervise all masques and 
plays at Court and who finally came to exercise the func- 
tion of licenser and censor of all plays. Through her 
Privy Council Elizabeth more than once intervened to 
protect the players from the attacks of the city magis- 
trates. In 1583, for example, when they were waging an 
ageressive war upon actors and theatres, the Queen 
selected twelve of the best actors from various organi- 
zations to form her own company, the Queen’s Servants, 
and gave them a special license to play in London and in 
the country. The Children of the Chapel, that is the 
choir-boys of the Court Chapel, were under her special 
protection. They began at an early date to present plays 
at Court and later began giving public performances in 
a hall in the former monastery of Blackfriars. The 
Queen helped to pay their expenses, lent her musicians 
to accompany their performances, outfitted them from 
her magnificent wardrobe, and seems once at least to 
have attended a performance at Blackfriars along with 
her maids of honor. 

As a rule, however, when Elizabeth wished to see a 
play she commanded a performance at Court. We have 
numerous records of such performances by various com- 
panies, but from 1594 on Shakespeare’s company was 
the Queen’s favorite. Shakespeare and his fellows ap- 
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peared at Court every year from 1594 till the Queen’s 
death in 1603, often several times a year. Their popu- 
larity was due not only to their ability as actors, but 
also to the fact that they alone could present Shake- 
speare’s plays. We know that Love’s Labour’s Lost, The 
Comedy of Errors, The Merchant of Venice, King 
Henry IV, King Henry V, and Much Ado about Nothing 
were acted before Elizabeth, and there is an old tradi- 
tion that The Merry Wives of Windsor was written at 
her command. The favor that she showed this company 
was increased rather than diminished under her succes- 
sor. James took Shakespeare and his fellows under his 
direct patronage, gave them the title of the King’s Serv- 
ants, and attached them officially to the royal household 
as grooms of the Chamber. It is even credibly reported 
that James once wrote Shakespeare a letter with his own 
royal hand. 

As a result of this intimate connection between the 
Court and the drama, Shakespeare as actor and play- 
wright came into close touch with the aristocracy of 
England. Some of the great nobles of the day, Stanley, 
Essex, Southampton, the Pembroke brothers, William 
and Philip, were among his patrons, acquaintances, and 
even friends. The public audiences to which he played 
were almost exclusively masculine, but at Court he saw 
and met the loveliest, wittiest, and most cultured ladies 
of the realm. It was from them that he drew such 
gracious and charming figures as the Princess and her 
ladies in Love’s Labour’s Lost, Portia, Rosalind, Bea- 
trice, and Imogen; and the influence of the Court is no 
less noticeable in the dialogue of his plays, in the high- 
flown style, the conceits, affectations, and sparkling 
repartee with which his comedies abound. Lacking this 
connection with the Court, Shakespeare would doubtless 
have been a great dramatist, but his plays would not 
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have been what they are without the deep and lasting 
influence to which this connection exposed him. 

Enough has been said to show the difference between 
Shakespeare’s London and the environment of his early 
life in Stratford. He must have felt when he settled 
down to work in the city as if he had been transported 
into a brave new world. The rich, busy, pleasure-loving 
city, the lively, intelligent, and critical gentlemen of the 
Inns of Court, the royal Court with its circle of splendid 
nobles and fair women, formed a world of which he 
could hardly even have dreamed at Stratford. Yet he 
was quick to recognize that the life of this new world 
was altogether human. Unlike his Miranda he did not 
mistake its inhabitants for immortal spirits. He saw, no 
one more clearly, their affectations, follies, and vices. 
Yet Shakespeare was a child of the Renaissance and the 
Renaissance atmosphere which surrounded him for a 
quarter of a century in London was the very environ- 
ment needed to bring his genius to its full and splendid 
flower. 


CHAPTER IV 


SHAKESPEARE IN LONDON—UNDER 
ELIZABETH 


THERE is no certain record of Shakespeare’s life or 
activities between February, 1585, when the twins, 
Hamnet and Judith, were baptized in the church at 
Stratford, and the year 1592 when he was at work as 
actor’ and playwright in London, as we know from 
Robert Greene’s attack on him referred to below. 

This period from 1585 to 1592 is sometimes spoken of 
as “the lost years’; some part of it may have been spent 
as a school-teacher, but to have obtained such a position 
in London as is shown by Greene’s onslaught, he must 
have been active there for a considerable period. It is a 
fair guess, but only a guess, that he came to town to 
seek his fortune about 1587 or in the Armada year of 
1588. No doubt he plunged at once into the world of 
play-acting and play-making. An old tradition that his 
career in London began by holding horses outside one of 
the new theatres is hardly credible. It is more likely 
that he attached himself at once to one of the companies 
of actors. The parish clerk at Stratford told a visitor in 
1693 that Shakespeare was at first received into the 
play-house as a “‘serviture,” which means that he was 
engaged by one of the companies to do odd jobs and play 
minor parts, in other words that he was one of the 
“hirelings” (see below p. 67). It has long been believed. 
that this company was that of Lord Strange with which 
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we find him associated from 1594 for the rest of his life. 
Recent scholarship inclines to the view that he joined a 
company organized under the patronage of Lord Pem- 
broke about the year 1590. There are arguments, not 
very convincing for either view, and it does not after all 
make much difference. Of one thing we may be sure, that 
Shakespeare was both busy and successful in his new 
career by 1592 when we next hear of him. 

In the late summer of 1592 Robert Greene, the bril- 
liant and dissolute poet, playwright, and pamphleteer, 
lay on his death-bed. In extreme poverty and deserted 
by his former friends he roused himself to write an 
autobiographical tract, Green’s Groatsworth of Wit 
bought with a Million of Repentance which he hoped to 
sell for enough to pay his debts. After narrating the 
rather scandalous life of a certain Roberto, i.e. Greene 
himself, he closes with a sharp warning to his former 
friends and fellow playwrights, Marlowe, Peele, and 
Nashe, to beware of the players who will desert them 
as they have deserted him. “Yes, trust them not:” he 
continues, “for there is an upstart crowe beautified with 
our feathers that with his Tyger’s heart wrapt in a 
Player’s hide supposes he is as well able to bombast out 
a blank verse as the best of you; and being an absolute 
Johannes fac totum, is in his own conceit the onely 
Shakes-scene in a countrey.” The phrase, a Tyger’s 
heart, etc., is parodied from a line in JII K. H.VI (V, 
iv, 137),a play perhaps originally by Marlowe, but re- 
vised by the young Shakespeare who is directly pointed 
at in the pun on his name, “Shakes-scene.” It is plain 
that Greene was provoked by the success of Shakespeare 
both as an actor, “a crowe beautified by our feathers,” 
i.e. famous by speaking the poetical lines of Greene and 
his fellows, and as a rising dramatist able, at least in his 
own conceit, to write blank verse with the best of them. 
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The Groatsworth was edited for publication by Henry 
Chettle, an old friend of Greene’s, and appeared in print 
shortly after his death, September 3, 1592. It caused a 
distinct sensation; Marlowe, who had been accused of 
atheism, a very dangerous accusation at that day, when 
even a Unitarian like Kett of Cambridge might be burnt 
as a heretic, was naturally furious, and Shakespeare, or 
his friends, seem to have been deeply offended. At any 
rate pressure was brought to bear on Chettle who in a 
preface to his Kind-Heart’s Dream, eritered in the Sta- 
tioners’ Register, December 8, 1592, made a formal 
apology. Chettle’s reference to Shakespeare is so inter- 
esting that it deserves to be quoted in full. 

After noting that Greene’s address to “diverse play- 
makers is offensively by one or two of them taken” he 
goes on to say that “With neither of them that take 
offence was I acquainted, and with one of them [ Mar- 
lowe, of course] I care not if I never be. The other, 
whome at that time I did not so much spare, as since I 
wish I had . . . that I did not, I am as sorry as if the 
originall fault had beene my fault, because my selfe have 
seene his demeanor no lesse civill than he exelent in the 
qualitie he professes [i.e. acting]: Besides divers of 
worship have reported his uprightnes of dealing, which 
argues his honesty, and his facetious grace in writing, 
that approves his Art.” 

There are several interesting things to be noted in 
this statement. Chettle seems to have met Shakespeare 
for the first time—no doubt in connection with the con- 
troversy over Greene’s pamphlet—and to have been as 
much impressed with his “civil demeanor,” well-bred 
manners, as by his ability, generally recognized, as an 
actor. Apparently, moreover, “divers of worship,” ie. 
noblemen or gentlemen of standing, had testified to 
Shakespeare’s “uprightness in dealing’—he was too 
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honest to steal another man’s work as Greene had in- 
sinuated, and to the charm and grace of his writing— 
he did not need to steal. Evidently Chettle recognized 
at once that Shakespeare was something better than the 
“upstart crowe, the Johannes fac totum” of Greene's 
attack. 

It seems likely that a combination of circumstances 
turned Shakespeare in the autumn of 1592 from his work 
as actor-playwright to a more ambitious undertaking, 
the effort to establish himself as a true poet. A scan- 
dalous riot of apprentices in June, 1592, brought about 
the closing of all theatres for a period of three months. 
Before this time had elapsed the plague broke out in 
London with such severity that the theatres were forced 
to remain closed, except for a few brief intervals, until 
the summer of 1594. The chief companies, Pembroke’s 
and Lord Strange’s, went on tour in the provinces, but 
Shakespeare did not accompany either of them. On the 
contrary he remained in London and devoted himself to 
the composition of a long poem in the fashionable erotic 
manner of the time, his Venus and Adonis. 

Every poet in that day needed a patron; the Eliza- 
bethan public might support, after a fashion, a popular 
playwright; it was quite incapable of buying enough 
books of verse to keep a poet alive. And so, naturally, 
Shakespeare looked about for a benefactor. It may be 
that “divers of worship” suggested to him the name of 
the Earl of Southampton, young, rich, and extravagant, 
but in the words of a contemporary “a dear lover and 
cherisher as well of the lovers of poets as of poets 
themselves.” To him Shakespeare dedicated Venus and 
Adonis, which he called “the first heir of my invention,” 
in a respectful epistle remarkable for the absence of 
the customary fulsome flattery of Elizabethan dedica- 
tions. 
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The little volume, printed by Richard Field, appeared 
some time in the early summer of 1593 and was sold for 
the usual price of 6d. It is interesting to note that some 
years ago a copy was sold in London for £15,000. The 
work had a phenomenal success; eight editions were 
published in Shakespeare’s lifetime and his rank as one 
of the leading poets of the day was at once established. 
From 1593 on there are repeated references to “honey- 
tongued”? Shakespeare and to his popularity especially 
with young lovers of poetry. More than this the poem 
seems to have brought Shakespeare into familiar and 
friendly association with Southampton and the brilliant 
circle of which the young earl was an ornament. There 
is a tradition going back to Davenant that Southampton 
once gave Shakespeare £1,000 “to enable him to go 
through with a purchase.” The figure is probably much 
exaggerated, but a handsome gift is more than likely. 

In January, 1594, during a brief lull in the plague the 
theatres were re-opened and a minor company, Sussex’s 
Men, presented Titus Andronicus at the Rose. Henslowe, 
the owner of this theatre, marked this play in his ac- 
count book “‘ne’—probably meaning that it was played 
in a new and revised form, and there is some reason to 
believe that he engaged the popular poet Shakespeare to 
make this revision. 

Shakespeare’s revision of Titus was probably the 
product of a few hours withdrawn from a more serious 
undertaking. This was the composition of a long narra- 
tive poem on the story of Lucretia. It may be that the 
frequent references to the erotic quality of Venus and 
Adonis provoked Shakespeare to attempt a poem on a 
graver subject. He completed it in the spring of 1594 
and published it in the summer of that year. Like Venus 
and Adonis it was dedicated to Southampton, but this 
time in an epistle that shows the nature of the relation 


that had grown up between the poet and his patron. 
“The love I dedicate to your Lordship” wrote Shake- 
speare “is without end—what I have done is yours; 
what I have to do is yours; being part in all I have, 
devoted yours.” 

Lucrece was at once successful. It never quite at- 
tained the popularity of Venus and Adonis, but five 
editions were called for in Shakespeare’s lifetime and 
there was a consensus of opinion that the poet had 
done well to leave “‘love’s foolish lazy languishment’” 
and turn to a theme that could “please the wiser 
sort.” 

It was in these years 1593-94, apparently, that Shake- 
speare following again the fashion of the time began the 
composition of his sonnets. These were intended for 
private circulation among his friends; it is possible that 
some of them were addressed directly to Southampton. 
But the whole vexed question of the sonnets needs fuller 
treatment than can be given here. (See below, pp. 189- 
194.) 

With the cessation of the plague in the summer of 
1594 the theatres re-opened. Two main companies of 
actors re-organized—one headed by Alleyn playing under 
the patronage of the Lord Admiral; the other formerly 
Lord Strange’s, under that of the Lord Chamberlain. 
It was to this company that Shakespeare now attached 
himself, if, indeed, he had not been connected with it 
before, and with this company he remained as actor and 
playwright for the rest of his life in London. A warrant 
for payment of two performances at Court in the Christ- 
mas season of 1594 joins Shakespeare's name with those 
of Kemp, the clown of the company, and Burbage the 
famous tragedian, and reveals his position as one of the 
full-fledged members of the company. In 1595-96 we 
find him living in the Parish of St. Helen’s near the 
theatre where his company was acting. He must have 


been a very busy man, rehearsing in the morning, acting 
in the afternoon, and busily engaged in touching up old 
and writing new plays for his fellows. Most of the older 
playwrights, Lyly, Greene, Marlowe, Peele and Kyd had 
died or stopped writing by 1594—a group of younger 
writers had yet to win their spurs upon the stage—and 
Shakespeare rose rapidly into eminence as the most 
popular and successful dramatist of the day. The years 
from 1594 to 1600 must have been among the busiest 
and happiest of Shakespeare’s life. 

A couple of interesting documents discovered lately 
among old court records in London show that in the 
autumn of 1596 Shakespeare had shifted his lodging 
from St. Helen’s Parish to the Surrey side of the 
Thames. The one of these that concerns us is a petition 
by a certain William Wayte, stepson of William Gar- 
diner, Justice of the Peace in Surrey, praying that 
William Shakespeare, Francis Langley, builder of the 
Swan Theatre, and others, might be bound over to keep 
the peace since they had put him in the fear of death. 
This petition is part of a long wrangle between Gardiner 
and Langley in which only a few weeks before Langley 
had filed a similar petition against Gardiner and Wayte. 
What Shakespeare’s part in the quarrel was we shall 
never know, but it is interesting to learn that at one 
time of his life he is at least alleged to have put the 
fear of death into a fellow citizen. 

These were the years in which he began to amass a 
quite considerable fortune. The first evidence of this is 
seen in 1596 when his father at Stratford applied to the 
Herald’s Office for the grant of a coat of arms which 
would permit him and his son after him to write them- 
selves down as “gentlemen.” It is probable that William 
suggested the application; other members of his com- 
pany, Phillips, Pope and Burbage were securing such 
patents of gentility and Shakespeare was not the man 
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to fall behind in the race. After due consideration and 
the receipt of the customary fee the Heralds granted 
John Shakespeare the well-known coat of arms with a 
falcon shaking a spear—the pun on the name is evident 
—and the motto Non sanz droict. 

A more substantial sign of his increasing prosperity 
appears in his purchase in 1597 of New Place, one of 
the finest houses in Stratford, originally built by Sir 
Hugh Clopton, and often spoken of as “the Great 
House.” It had fallen into considerable decay and 
Shakespeare acquired it for the small sum of £60, but 
he repaired and restored it till it became one of the 
glories of the town, surrounded by orchards and gardens 
and boasting the extreme luxury of ten fireplaces. Fifty 
years later during the Civil Wars when Queen Henrietta 
Maria came to Stratford at the head of a Royalist Army, 
she took up her residence at New Place, then occupied 
by Shakespeare’s daughter Susanna and his grandchild 
Elizabeth. This was the first of several purchases of 
landed property that Shakespeare made. As late as 1613 
we find him purchasing a dwelling-house in the fashion- 
able quarter of Blackfriars; but New Place was his 
country home. He seems to have established his wife 
and daughters there at once—the boy Hamnet had died 
in 1596—and it was to New Place that he finally retired. 
One can imagine the sensation in Stratford when it was 
known that young Shakespeare who had left the town 
under a cloud and joined himself to the “roguish 
players” in London was now the master of New Place. 
The re-action of the townsfolk was characteristic; they 
at once attempted to get Shakespeare to invest more 
money at Stratford and one of the Stratford Quineys on 
business and in debt at London tried to borrow £30 
of him. 

In 1598 Francis Meres, a scholar and clergyman, liv- 
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ing at that time in London wrote a book with the high 
sounding title of Palladis Tamia, Wits Treasury. It was 
in the main a review of English literature from the time 
of Chaucer and a comparison of English authors with 
their classical prototypes. He paid particular attention 
to Shakespeare and after declaring that “the sweet witty 
soul of Ovid” lived again in Shakespeare’s verse, he 
went on to speak of his work as dramatist. The passage 
deserves quotation in full: “As Plautus and Seneca are 
accounted the best for Comedy and Tragedy among the 
Latines: so Shakespeare among the English is the most 
excellent in both kinds for the stage; for Comedy, wit- 
nes his Gentlemen of Verona, his Errors, his Love 
labors lost, his Love labours wonne, his Midsummers 
night dreame & his Merchant of Venice: for Tragedy, 
his Richard the 2. Richard the 8. Henry the 4. King 
John, Titus Andronicus and his Romeo and Juliet.” 
There are some interesting facts about this famous 
list. In the first place out of the twelve plays named only 
six—Tivtus, Richard II, Richard III, Henry IV, Romeo 
and Juliet and Love’s Labour’s Lost—had appeared in 
print when Meres published his book (entered S. R. 
Sept. 15, 1598). Of these only two, the second edition of 
Richard III, and Love’s Labour's Lost bore Shake- 
speare’s name on the title-page. It is plain that Meres 
must have seen the other six upon the stage, or at least 
have talked with men who had seen them and that he had 
been assured that these six as well as the four printed 
but unsigned plays were the work of “honey-tongued 
Shakespeare.” In other words Meres must have been 
closely in touch with the world of the theatre in London 
in 1597-98 and have known what he was writing about. 
In the second place there is a curious addition and an 
interesting omission in this list. No play bearing the 
name of Love’s Labours Won has come down to us. It 


46 WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE 


is most unlikely that a play with this title has been lost 
and it is probable that it was the first name of All’s 
Well That Ends Well, later revised, re-named, and 
printed for the first time in the Folio of 1623. It has 
also been identified, less probably, with The Taming of 
the Shrew. The omission is that of the trilogy on the 
reign of Henry VI. (See below, p. 126.) We may assume 
that if these plays were on the stage when Meres wrote, 
which is rather doubtful, he did not feel justified in 
claiming them for Shakespeare. On the other hand, we 
note that he did so claim Titus Andronicus and his testi- 
mony may at least assure us that this repulsive tragedy 
passed for Shakespeare’s in Meres’ day. 

We may assume that Meres meant to give and gave, 
as far as his knowledge allowed, a complete list of 
Shakespeare’s plays up to the date of his writing, ie. 
to the summer of 1598. The list seems complete; there 
is no extant play by Shakespeare with the possible ex- 
ceptions of The Shrew and the Henry VI trilogy which 
can be dated before this time. 

Finally the list throws an interesting light on the 
character of Shakespeare’s work for the theatre up to 
1598. Apart from his revision of Titus and the early 
poetic lyric tragedy of Romeo and, Juliet, it consisted 
entirely of comedy—Meres lists six plays—and of chron- 
icle plays which Meres groups under tragedy. The 
chronological order of these plays is discussed below. 
(pp. 126-143.) 

Another interesting proof of Shakespeare’s popularity 
appeared in the following year, 1599, when an enter- 
prising publisher, W. Jaggard, secured a manuscript 
which included among other poems two of Shakespeare’s 
sonnets, yet unprinted, two others from Love’s Labour’s 
Lost, and a song from that play. The manuscript was 
probably a gentleman’s commonplace book in which the 
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owner had copied poems printed and unprinted that 
he had come across. Jaggard had the impudence to label 
it The Passionate Pilgrim and to publish it as by W. 
Shakespeare. The fraud seems to have been successful, 
for a second edition appeared some time later—no copy 
has come to us and the exact date is unknown—and a 
third in 1612. To this last Jaggard prefixed the state- 
ment “newly augmented and corrected by W. Shake- 
speare’ and added a pair of poetical epistles between 
Helen and Paris which he lifted from Troia Britanica 
a poem by Shakespeare’s contemporary playwright, 
Thomas Heywood. Heywood naturally protested vigor- 
ously against the theft and in an epistle added to his 
Apology for Actors, 1612, remarked that Shakespeare 
was “much offended with M. Jaggard that (altogether 
unknown to him) presumed to make so bold with his 
name.” This is, I believe, the only bit of evidence 
we have that Shakespeare ever took offence at the im- 
proper use of his name or the piratical publication of 
his work. 

In 1599 a very important change occurred in Shake- 
speares fortunes and his relation to his fellow actors 
which deserves attention. His company, the Chamber- 
lain’s Men, had been acting for some years at the Theatre 
in the suburbs north of London. This building had been 
erected by James Burbage, father of Shakespeare’s 
friend Richard, in 1576 on ground for which he had taken 
a twenty-one year lease. Shortly before its expiration he 
had attempted to open a new playhouse in the fashion- 
able district of Blackfriars in the very heart of London. 
The residents of the district entered an emphatic pro- 
test and the Privy Council forbade Burbage to proceed 
with his undertaking. He died in 1597 leaving his 
troubles to his sons Cuthbert and Richard. Cuthbert, to 
whom the Theatre had been left by his father’s will, tried 
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in vain for a year or more to secure an extension of the 
lease from Giles Alleyn, the landlord, but in the last 
days of 1598 he realized that Alleyn not only was de- 
termined to refuse, but meant to seize and tear down the 
building. Thereupon Cuthbert secured the services of a 
master-builder, tore down the Theatre himself, and 
transported the material across the Thames to the sport- 
ing district of the Bankside where the builder promptly 
erected a new playhouse for him, the famous Globe 
Theatre. This must have been a very expensive business 
and Cuthbert, who seems to have inherited his father’s 
business ability, devised a scheme for financing it which 
was new in his day and of great importance to the lead- 
ing players of the company. He formed a stock company 
consisting of ten shares of which he and Richard took five 
and invited the actors to subscribe for the remaining 
half. Five of the company, Shakespeare, Heminges, 
Phillips, Pope, and Kemp, responded taking one share 
each. This little group—the “housekeepers” they were 
called—along with the Burbage brothers thus became 
the owners of the Globe which they then leased out to 
the company on profitable terms. This excellent arrange- 
ment secured the loyalty of the chief actors to the com- 
pany—only one of the housekeepers, Kemp, ever left 
them,—<increased their profits, and made it possible to 
admit in later years deserving actors to this favored 
inside ring. Henceforth Shakespeare as one of this 
group enjoyed a triple source of revenue; as a dramatist 
he was paid for the plays he furnished the company, as 
an actor he received his proportionate share of the net 
profits on all plays acted at the Globe, and in addition 
as a housekeeper, he received a tenth, later somewhat 
more, of the rent the company paid the owners of the 
theatre. 

The Globe opened probably in the summer of 1599. 
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Jonson’s Every Man out of his Humor was one of the 
early productions and it was quickly followed by a group 
of Shakespeare’s comedies, Much Ado, As You Like fi, 
and Twelfth Night. These are the so-called Joyous 
Comedies and, as we have seen, there was every reason 
at this time for Shakespeare to be in the best of spirits. 
But clouds were beginning to gather. 

In the spring of 1599 Essex, a popular hero since his 
raid on Cadiz, started for Ireland to put down the 
dangerous Tyrone rebellion. In his company went 
Shakespeare's friend and patron Southampton. The ex- 
pedition set out with high hopes which are reflected in 
a well-known passage in the Chorus to the last act of 
Henry V where Shakespeare pictures Essex returning 
from Ireland “bringing rebellion broached on his sword” 
and the Londoners pouring out to welcome him. But the 
expedition proved a complete failure; instead of crushing 
Tyrone Essex made a truce on favorable terms with him 
and rushed back to England to regain the favor of the 
Queen which his ill-success had forfeited. In this too 
he was unsuccessful; he was brought to trial, stripped of 
his offices, and driven at last to open rebellion. Early in 
February, 1601, he and Southampton and a group of 
discontented nobles and gentlemen determined to march 
into London at the head of an armed force, rouse the 
city, and seize the person of the Queen. They may even 
have planned to depose her, for a day or two before the 
rising some of the conspirators came to the Globe and 
asked the actors to give a performance of “the play of 
the deposing and killing of King Richard II” with idea, 
probably, that the representation of such a precedent 
would win the sympathy of the audience for their pro- 
posed rebellion. The prudent actors demurred but were 
induced by promise of a special bonus to accede to the 
request, and accordingly revived the old play on Satur- 
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day, February 6, before a house packed by the friends of 
Essex. 

On Sunday the 7th Essex with a body of 200 armed 
men marched inte London and attempted to raise the 
city. The loyal Londoners, however, were in no mood 
to join even such a popular hero as Essex. The mad 
attempt collapsed at once; Essex was arrested, tried and 
convicted of high treason and, on February 24, beheaded 
on Tower Hill. Southampton, too, was condemned to 
death, but the sentence was commuted at the last moment 
to life imprisonment and he was accordingly confined in 
the Tower for the remaining years of Elizabeth’s reign. 

The rebellion and death of Essex ended the glorious 
period of Elizabeth’s reign. “The Queen,” it was said, 
“had no comfort thereafter and the people were wrath- 
ful at the death of their favorite. ... The death of Essex 
like a melancholy cloud did shade the prospect of her 
people’s affection.” And over Shakespeare this cloud 
must have cast an especial shadow. The sudden and 
tragic fall of so brilliant a figure as Essex, the danger 
and long imprisonment of his beloved Southampton, con- 
tributed not a little, we may well believe, to the gloomy 
outlook upon life which shows itself in his work for years 
to come. It is not without significance that when a 
chorus of poets burst out in mournful strains at Eliza- 
beth’s death, March, 1603, Shakespeare was noticeably 
silent. His company, in fact, had been involved in the 
rebellion and one of its oldest and most respected mem- 
bers, Augustine Phillips, was called on to testify at the 
trial of Essex and Southampton to their innocency in 
performing Richard II at the request of the conspirators. 
Phillips seems to have cleared his companions of all 
blame, for no punishment of any kind was inflicted on 
the company, and Elizabeth actually invited them to 
play before her on the eve of the execution of Essex. 
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GLOBE THEATRE AS IT APPEARED IN ABOUT 1612 


From the Flenry Irving Collection 
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One would like to know what play was acted and in what 
mood Shakespeare performed before her Majesty. 

Another cloud that appeared on the horizon meant 
less, no doubt, to Shakespeare personally than the ruin 
of Essex and Southampton, but even more to his com- 
pany. This was the new and lively competition in the 
theatrical world thrust upon them by the sudden rise to 
favor of the Children of the Chapel. Their enterprising 
manager, Evans, secured permission to give so-called 
private performances in the hall of Blackfriars where 
James Burbage had been forbidden to put on plays and 
which Evans now rented from Richard Burbage. The 
closed hall was a far more pleasant place in which to 
sit and watch a play than the open air theatre of the 
Globe. The Children were well trained and accomplished 
actors; the music, vocal and instrumental, was excellent, 
and the high prices charged for admission kept the audi- 
ence select. A little group of poets and playwrights 
began selling their works to the Children and before 
long the whole fashionable world of London was crowd- 
ing to Blackfriars. That Shakespeare’s company suffered 
from and resented this competition is plain from the 
well-known passage in Hamlet referring to the “little 
eyases” [the unfledged birds] that are now the fashion 
and carry away “Hercules and his load”—the swinging 
sign of Shakespeare’s theatre was, of course, Hercules 
with the Globe on his shoulders. 

This competition was intensified, moreover, by what 
is known as the “War of the Theatres.” Jonson for some 
reason turned his back on Shakespeare’s company who 
had produced his two Every Man plays and began writ- 
ing for the Children. In the plays they staged for him 
Jonson indulged not only in general satire, but gave 
free rein to personal animosities which culminated in his 
Poetaster, 1601, with some very ill-natured slurs on his 
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old friends at the Globe, the “common players.” In 
revenge Shakespeare’s company secured the right to 
present at the Globe Satiromastiz a play written by two 
of Jonson’s enemies for the private theatre where the 
Boys of Pauls were playing. In the play Jonson himself 
under the name of Horace was brought on the stage, 
scolded, laughed at, tossed in a blanket, and crowned 
with nettles instead of the poet’s laurel. It is not likely 
that Shakespeare contributed anything to this abusive 
performance, but the laughter which it provoked seems 
to have put an end to the War; and since Shakespeare’s 
company had staged the play, Shakespeare himself was 
credited with having given that “pestilent fellow” 
Horace-Jonson “a purge that made him bewray his 
credit.” That Shakespeare’s company had regained their 
own credit is shown by the fact that they were called on 
to play before the Queen three times in the Christmas 
season of 1601. A little over a year later in February, 
1602, they played to her at Richmond for the last time. 
Elizabeth died in March of that year and with the com- 
ing of her successor Shakespeare and his company enter 
upon a new period which deserves special consideration. 


CHAPTER V. 


SHAKESPEARE IN LONDON—UNDER JAMES 
—LAST YEARS AT STRATFORD 


Tue death of Elizabeth and the accession of James 
mark the beginning of a new period in Shakespeare’s 
life. 

Much has been said of the personal clumsiness, the 
pedantry, and the political stupidity of James, but one 
thing must not be forgotten. He like all the Stuarts was 
a lover and patron of the arts, and the art that he most 
loved was that of the theatre. Even in Scotland where 
the grim elders of the Kirk threatened to excommunicate 
players and playgoers, he had contrived to enjoy per- 
formances by a company of visiting English comedians 
in 1601, headed by a certain Lawrence Fletcher. James, 
in fact, seems to have given Fletcher the right to call a 
company which he led on tour in England in 1602 “His 
Majesty’s Players,” and this title may have suggested 
to James an interesting step that he took immediately 
upon his arrival in London in May, 1603. He took 
Shakespeare’s company, the Chamberlain’s Men, under 
his own patronage with the name of the King’s Men, 
added his favorite Fletcher to their number, and gave 
them a patent to play, not only at tha Globe, but any- 
where else in his “realms and dominions.” Each member 
of the company was granted a small annual salary and 
in addition received an issue of scarlet cloth to be worn 
on state occasions as cloak and cap with the royal arms 
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embroidered in gold on the sleeve to mark them as 
indeed His Majesty’s Servants. Furthermore James pro- 
moted Shakespeare and his fellows to the honorary rank 
of Grooms of the Chamber. We may well believe that 
Shakespeare, already signing himself Gentleman of 
Stratford-on-Avon, was gratified by these marks of royal 
favor; probably he was made even happier by the release 
from imprisonment of his friend and patron, Southamp- 
ton, which followed shortly after the King’s arrival in 
London. 

The gloom that seems to have settled over Shake- 
speare’s mind in the last days of Elizabeth’s reign was 
not lifted by these signs of royal favor. He had already 
entered into what is known as his tragic period. Even 
the comedies of this time, Alls Well, Troilus, and Meas- 
ure for Measure, show a bitter humor far other than 
the happy mirth of his earlier plays and the shadow 
deepens as he goes on to write, Othello, Lear, and 
Macbeth. The change of tone and temper in his work 
has been explained by the changing dramatic fashion of 
the time, shifting from romantic comedy and the chron- 
icle play to realistic satiric comedy and tragedy; but 
this is hardly a sufficient cause. His change of theme 
may have been due in part to his unceasing desire to 
explore new realms of art; a deeper cause, no doubt, was 
his growing realization of the powers of evil that lay 
beneath the brilliant surface of Renaissance culture and 
that were to show themselves in abhorrent forms during 
the reign of the first Stuart king. 

Tt may have been with the idea of rehearsing at the 
Globe a play likely to please their learned master when 
presented at Court that Shakespeare’s company some 
time in 1603 staged Jonson’s grave classical tragedy 
Sejanus. The play has a special interest for us because 
of the fact that Shakespeare himself acted in it, the last 
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play in which we can be certain that he ever played a 
part. More and more he was devoting himself from this 
time on to his true work, play-writing, and letting his 
old business as actor fall to his fellows. Whether the 
ill success of Sejanus, which was hissed off the stage by 
an angry audience had anything to do with Shake- 
speare’s withdrawal from public performances we cannot 
say, but it is at least not impossible. 

Before the end of May, 1603, the plague had grown 
so hot in London that all theatres were closed. A vivid 
account of this visitation of the plague in Dekker’s The 
Wonderful Year shows how all that could leave the 
stricken city fled into the country. The King was forced 
to postpone his formal entrance into London and Shake- 
speare’s company went on tour in the provinces. On 
December 2nd they were summoned to play before the 
King at Wilton, the country seat of the Earl of Pem- 
broke, who according to the dedication of the First 
Folio “prosecuted the author of the plays with so much 
favor.” Later the King shifted his residence to Hamp- 
ton Court and there between December 26th and Febru- 
ary 18th the Company presented six plays, for which 
they were paid £53. In addition the King gave Burbage 
£30 “for the mayntenaunce and releife of himselfe and 
the rest of his company being prohibited to p’sente any 
playes publiquelie in or neere London . . . till it shall 
please God to settle the cittie in a more p’fecte health.” 

By March, 1604, conditions had so far improved that 
James was able to make his formal entrance into Lon- 
don. There was a grand procession through the city 
from the Tower to Whitehall and Shakespeare and his 
fellows received a special grant of red cloth for liveries, 
though we do not know that they took part in the pro- 

“cession. 
On April 9th the London theatres were allowed to 
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open and Shakespeare’s company settled down to their 
regular spring and summer season at the Globe. Meas- 
ure for Measure and Othello seem to have been Shake- 
speare’s offerings at the Globe this year and both of 
them were presented at Court in November and Decem- 
ber of 1604. 

In August the Company was called on to assist in 
the entertainment of the Ambassadors of Spain and 
Austria who had come to London to negotiate a treaty 
of peace. They were invited in their capacity of 
Grooms of the Chamber, not as actors. They certainly 
did not perform before the Ambassadors and their 
retinue, few of whom probably understood a word of 
English. They only served as their official attendants 
during the Ambassadors’ stay of a fortnight or so at 
Somerset House. The Company was paid the sum of 
£21 12s for this service and the Spanish Ambassador was 
very bountiful in his gifts “unto all that attended him.” 
It is possible that Shakespeare received from him at 
this time the silver-gilt bowl which he left in his will to 
his daughter Judith, or the sword which he bequeathed 
to his friend, Thomas Coombe. The rise in favor of the 
King’s Men at Court is shown by the fact that in the 
holiday season of 1604-5 they were called on for eleven 
performances at Whitehall as against two by other com- 
panies and of these eleven eight were plays by Shake- 
speare. An interesting letter which has come down to 
us shows that Queen Anne, the pleasure-loving wife of 
James, was not satisfied with the regular programme at 
Court, but insisted on having a new play presented to 
her privately between New Years and Twelfth Day. 
There was much running to and fro to fulfill her Majes- 
ty’s request and at last Burbage, who stated that there 
was no new play which she had not seen, suggested that 
she attend a revival of Love’s Labour’s Lost “which for 


THE LAST YEARS 57 


wit and mirth” he said “would please her exceedingly.” 
Accordingly this early work of Shakespeare’s, furbished 
up perhaps for the occasion, was played before the 
Queen in a nobleman’s house in London. 

Shakespeare’s personal fortune was so largely in- 
creased by the popularity of his plays and their frequent 
performance at Court that in July, 1605, he was able 
to put through the largest transaction of his life, the 
purchase of certain fixed rents at Stratford, for the sum 
of £440, a purchase that turned out very favorably for 
his heirs. 

From about 1602 to 1607 Shakespeare was living in 
the house of a French refugee, Mountjoy, in the heart 
of the city. It has recently been discovered that Shake- 
speare interested himself in the marriage of Mount- 
joy’s only child Mary to Mountjoy’s apprentice. The 
marriage led in the end to a law-suit brought by Mary’s 
husband against her father and in 1612 Shakespeare was 
dragged, against his will no doubt, into the case. Cer- 
tain questions as to a promised dowry and legacy were 
put to him to which he returned somewhat inconclusive 
answers. The case is interesting to us only because 
the formal interrogatory laid before William Shake- 
speare of Stratford-upon-Avon, Gentleman, preserves 
for us one of the half-dozen of his autograph signatures 
which still remain. 

It may have been the family troubles of the Mount- 
joys that drove Shakespeare away from their house in 
1606-7. He seems to have been living on the Bankside 
in the latter year when his younger brother Edmund, “a 
player,’ was buried in St. Saviour’s in Southwark the 
special church of the actors “‘with a forenoon toll of the 
great bell—20 shillings’—a fee no doubt paid by 
William. 

A happier event had called Shakespeare back to Strat- 
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ford in the preceding June. In that month his oldest child, 
Susanna, was married to John Hall, a doctor of good 
family and skill in his profession—medicus peritissimus, 
the burial register calls him. The Halls settled in a 
little house, Hall’s Croft, not far from Shakespeare’s 
New Place and the doctor became the close friend and 
medical adviser of Shakespeare in his later years. We 
know of at least one occasion when he accompanied him 
to London. The one child of this marriage, Elizabeth, 
was born in February, 1608, to become the darling of 
Shakespeare’s last days. 

The winter of 1607-8 was the most severe that Eng- 
land had known for years. The Thames was frozen over 
for weeks and the bitter weather must have had a most 
discouraging effect upon the audiences of the open-air 
Globe. This may have had a bearing upon a decision 
taken in the spring of 1608 which led to important 
results in the history of the King’s Men and had a 
direct influence upon the later life and work of Shake- 
speare himself. When James came to the throne, the 
Children of the Chapel, long a thorn in the side of 
Shakespeare’s company, were taken under royal protec- 
tion, and given the title of the Children of Her Majesty’s 
Revels. Their manager, however, was indiscreet and 
ungrateful. In 1605 he produced a lively comedy, East- 
ward Ho, with some pointed satire on the King’s coun- 
trymen; in this play indeed a boy actor went so far as 
to mock the King’s broad Scotch accent. The royal 
patronage was withdrawn and the theatre was closed. 
Evans, however, managed to get it re-opened and the 
boys continued to act under the title of the Children of 
Blackfriars. Once more however the managers in their 
efforts to create a sensation over-reached themselves. In 
1608 two plays in quick succession gave bitter offence. 
In one, the name of which is unknown, the King himself 
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was brought on the stage, drinking and swearing; in the 
other, Chapman’s Conspiracy of Byron, the French 
Queen was shown quarrelling with and boxing the ears 
of her husband’s mistress. The French Ambassador en- 
tered an energetic protest and King James swore that 
the children “should never play more but should first 
beg their bread.” Evans saw that the game was up and 
entered into negotiations with Burbage for the surrender 
of his lease. 

This was a heaven-sent opportunity for the King’s 
Men. Secure now in the royal favor they could take 
over an enclosed theatre in the heart of the town where 
they could produce plays in winter protected from the 
weather while charging a higher price of admission than 
was possible at the Globe. Burbage at once formed a 
syndicate to take over the management. He invited 
Shakespeare, Condell, Heminges, and Slye of the com- 
pany to participate, and associated with them his brother 
Cuthbert and Evans himself. The undertaking proved 
immensely successful; it was alleged in a law-suit in 
1612 that the King’s Men got “more in one winter by a 
thousand pounds than they were used to get on the 
Bankside.” A good share of these profits of course 
went into Shakespeare's hands. 

it reached him in all probability at a most opportune 
time. The strain on Shakespeare as actor, playwright, 
and man of business in the last ten years must have been 
prodigious. There is indeed some reason to believe that 
about 1608 he suffered some sort of physical breakdown. 
With the acquisition of the Blackfriars, the enlargement 
of his company—two able actors from the old Revels 
Company were added to the King’s Men at this time— 
the engagement of two promising young playwrights— 
Beaumont and Fletcher—who had already been delight- 
ing the Blackfriars audience with their romantic and 
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courtly plays, a period of rest and relaxation began for 
Shakespeare. He seems to have spent more time at home 
in Stratford and to have felt less of an obligation to 
furnish his company with a couple of plays a year as 
had been his earlier practice. And the plays that he 
wrote from 1609 on were of a quite different type from 
the histories and tragedies that had poured from his 
active brain for a period of years. They have been 
called “romances”; tragi-comedies would be a better 
word. It has even been suggested that he was influenced 
by the work of the young pair of playwrights with whom 
he was now associated. This is, perhaps, too sweeping 
an assertion; Beaumont and Fletcher did not invent 
tragi-comedy. They, Beaumont in particular, learned 
more from Shakespeare than he from them. But the 
Blackfriars theatre had specialized in romantic drama; 
Chapman had written for the children acting there the 
first play, The Gentleman Usher, ca. 1602, that seems a 
genuine forerunner of the later fully developed tragi- 
comedy. No doubt when the King’s Men began to play 
to the Blackfriars audience in 1608 or 1609 they felt 
obliged to offer, in part at least, something of the fare 
to which their hearers were accustomed; and the Com- 
pany naturally looked to their fellow, the most popular 
playwright of the day, to furnish something of this fare. 
It must have been a great relief to Shakespeare after the 
storm and stress of Othello, Lear, and Macbeth to turn 
to the composition of the plays that mark his last period. 
He patched up an old popular success in Pericles, drama- 
tized a novel by Greene in The Winters Tale, and 
apparently was willing to furnish a partly written play, 
The Two Noble Kinsmen, for Fletcher to put in shape 
for production. The Tempest, 1611, seems to show that 
Shakespeare was looking forward to retirement from 
active life, and after Henry VIII, in which he collabo- 
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rated with Fletcher, he wrote no more. This play was 
put on at the Globe with great splendor in June, 1613. 
At the first performance a bit of burning wadding dis- 
charged from a small cannon behind the stage set fire 
to the thatched roof of the galleries; the fire spread 
downward, and although the audience and actors escaped 
unhurt—except for one unlucky man whose burning 
breeches had to be extinguished with a bottle of ale—the 
famous theatre was burnt to the ground. 

Shakespeare may have been in London at the time of 
this catastrophe. He certainly was there in March, 
1613, when he bought a piece of property in Black- 
friars; two of his six remaining autograph signatures 
are on documents connected with this transaction. In 
the same month he devised an impresa, a symbolic device 
with motto, for the Earl of Rutland to display at a 
Court tournament. It is interesting to note that Shake- 
speare’s old friend, Burbage, received the same amount, 
44 shillings, for painting the device, that Shakespeare did 
for designing it. A creditable tradition also relates that 
he coached Lowin of the King’s Men in the rôle of 
Henry in the ill-fated play, a task which would probably 
keep him in town at least until the first performance. 

A heavy assessment was levied on the “housekeepers” 
of the Globe and the theatre was rebuilt, “the fairest 
that ever was in England,” and ready for the players 
by June, 1614. Shakespeare probably saw it when he 
was in London, attended by his son-in-law and physi- 
cian, Dr. Hall, in November of that year, but by that 
time the Company would have been playing in their 
winter house, the Blackfriars. This is Shakespeare’s 
last recorded appearance in London and from this time 
we must imagine him living quietly in Stratford, the 
most distinguished and perhaps the wealthiest citizen 
of the little town. 
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It is difficult to estimate Shakespeare’s income in these 
last years and still more difficult to appreciate its actual 
value in purchasing power. The statement of the Strat- 
ford vicar, John Ward, ca. 1662, that “he spent at the 
rate of £1,000, a year’ is a wild exaggeration based no 
doubt on Stratford gossip. Probably Shakespeare re- 
ceived from all sources less than a quarter of that sum, 
say £200, which might, perhaps, be worth some $4,000 
today. On this income we may be sure that Shakespeare 
lived well and comfortably in Stratford. He practiced 
hospitality; the Corporation sent him “a quart of sack 
and a quart of claret wine’ when a preacher was stop- 
ping at his house. He worked in his garden and planted 
the famous mulberry tree that flourished till the middle 
of the next century when it was cut down by a peevish 
clergyman. He cultivated friendly relations with various 
Stratfordians, the Coombes, the Sadlers, Julius Shaw, 
and others. He must have been disturbed by the slander 
that was circulated about his daughter Susanna, and 
still more by the imprudent marriage of Judith. In 1616 
she married an old friend of the family, Thomas Quiney, 
in February, the “closed season’ without a special 
license. Cited and failing to appear before the Church 
Court to explain their irregular action she and her bus- 
band were formally excommunicated. There is some 
reason to believe that Shakespeare took cognizance of 
this affair in the alterations made in the will he had 
already drawn. 

According to a tradition preserved by the Vicar of 
Stratford, “Shakespeare, Drayton and Ben Jonson had 
a merry meeting and it seems drank too hard for Shake- 
speare died of a fever there contracted.” This meeting 
must haye taken place early in March, 1616, when 
Jonson was visiting Drayton, then staying with friends 
near Stratford. We need not believe that Shakespeare 
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health the excitement of such a meeting, late hours, and 
over-indulgence may well have brought about the attack 
to which he succumbed. Certainly on the 25th of March, 
1616, he sent for his lawyer, Francis Collins, to make 
certain changes in his will. He arranged for a marriage 
portion for Judith, cancelled his gift of plate to her in 
favor of his little grandchild, Elizabeth, left memorial 
rings to Burbage, Heminges, and Condell, and, in an 
often discussed interpolation, his “second best bed” to 
his wife. The probable explanation of this bequest has 
already been given (p. 19, n.). 

Shakespeare signed the rewritten sheets of the will in 
a hand so faltering that he was evidently very ill or quite 
exhausted; the signatures contrast most unfavorably 
with the final “by me William Shakespeare” written 
some weeks before. He lingered on for about a month, 
died on the 23rd of April, and was buried in the Strat- 
ford church. Over his grave is a flagstone with the well- 
known inscription: 


Good frend for Jesus sake forbeare, 
To digg the dust encloased heare: 
Bleste be y® man y* spares thes stones, 
And curst be he y* moves my bones. 


A credible tradition reports that Shakespeare himself 
composed these lines and ordered them to be carved on 
his gravestone. The reason for such an action is plain 
enough. Burial inside the church was a favor highly 
esteemed at Stratford and elsewhere. As claimants for 
this favor multiplied and available space diminished, it 
was customary to dig up the bones of those who had no 
friends or descendants left to protect them and pitch 
them into the charnel-house outside the church. This is 
exactly what happened to the bones of Susanna in 1707 
when her grave near her father’s was wanted for a fresh 
occupant. Shakespeare, if we may judge from the grave- 


64 WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE 


diggers’ scene in Hamlet, had a not unnatural horror of 
such a fate, and, as a seventeenth-century visitor to 
Stratford tells us, laid a curse on any who should dis- 
turb his repose and composed it in language simple 
enough to be understood by ‘‘clarks and sextons, for the 
most part a very ignorant sort of people.” Whether the 
tradition is true or not, the inscription has had the de- 
sired effect; Shakespeare’s grave has never been opened 
since his death. 

Some years after his burial a firm of Dutch tomb- 
makers in London, the brothers Johnson (originally 
Janssen) were commissioned to prepare the monument 
which is still to be seen in the Stratford church. It con- 
tains a half-length bust of the poet “in his habit as he 
lived”? in a scarlet doublet—perhaps representing the 
royal livery of a King’s Man—a black gown, and a white 
collar. The rather heavy face may have been modelled 
after a death mask; it has been stigmatized as the por- 
trait of a “self-satisfied pork butcher” ; but it is the only 
portrait of Shakespeare—except for the engraving pre- 
fixed to the First Folio. which seems to be derived from 
it—that has any claim to authenticity, and we must 
accept it for what it is worth, remembering always that 
the Johnsons who made it were architectural designers 
and not portrait sculptors. It was originally painted, 
then whitewashed, and repainted in 1861 in the original 
colors. 

The terms of Shakespeare’s will seem to show that 
he had hoped to found a family. Since his only son had 
died in childhood all his estate was to go to Susanna 
and her children. But Susanna’s only child, Elizabeth, 
herself died childless in 1670 and the three sons of 
Judith had died long before. The descendants of Shake- 
speare were soon extinct; his heritage was left to the 
world in his immortal works. 


CHAPTER VI 
SHAKESPEARE’S COMPANY 


Apart from the work of the playwright there are 
three factors to be taken into account in any successful 
dramatic performance: the actors, the theatre, and the 
audience. That Shakespeare’s plays were successful 
from the first we have not only contemporary testimony 
but the fact of their long survival in the English-speak- 
ing theatre and their conquest of foreign stages. To 
what extent did these three factors influence the work of 
the playwright William Shakespeare? Let us consider 
first the actors who originally presented his plays. 

In the first collected edition of Shakespeare’s plays, 
the Folio of 1623, Heminges and Condell, who fur- 
nished the copy for the printers, included on the page 
just preceding the “catalogue” of the plays a list of 
“the names of the principal actors in all these plays.” 
There are twenty-six names beginning with that of 
Shakespeare himself and ending with that of John Rice, 
who had been Heminges’ apprentice in 1607 and had 
become a regular member of the Company only a few 
years before the publication of the Folio. These twenty- 
six were Shakespeare’s “fellows” with whom he acted 
and for whom he wrote. 

An Elizabethan company of actors was such a differ- 
ent thing from the group gathered now-a-days for the 
presentation of a play by the producer that some 
account of its development and organization seems neces- 
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sary. The increasing taste for dramatic performances in 
the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries led to the 
formation of little groups of players, five or six in num- 
ber, with a boy or two for female parts, who wandered 
about the country, giving shows of various sorts, espe- 
cially the so-called “‘moralities” and interludes, in town- 
halls, inn-yards, or noblemen’s houses. These groups 
were looked on with increasing disfavor by the authori- 
ties and were finally included in the famous statute of 
1572 as “‘masterless men” and therefore “rogues and 
vagabonds.” To escape the penalties denounced against 
such undesirables the actors sought to shelter themselves 
under the protection of a nobleman by becoming, nomi- 
nally at least, members of his household. As early as 
1559 we find Robert Dudley—later the Earl of Leices- 
ter, Elizabeth’s first favorite—writing to a fellow noble- 
man in behalf of “my servants—players of interludes” 
and requesting his friend’s license for them to play in 
his county of Yorkshire. In 1574 Dudley secured from 
the Queen a royal “patent”? which permitted his “serv- 
ants’ to. act in London or elsewhere in spite of local 
rules to the contrary, on the condition that their plays 
had been approved by the Master of the Revels. 
Dudley’s example was followed by many other noble- 
men. The Earls of Worcester, Pembroke, and Warwick, 
and the great Admiral, Lord Charles Howard, each had 
his own company. Some of these were more or less per- 
manent bodies; others broke up and re-formed, but until 
the end of the Queen’s reign there were always two or 
three companies of adult actors under the patronage of 
a noble lord acting in London, while other less distin- 
guished companies toured the provinces. In 1583 the 
Queen herself ordered the formation of a company of 
twelve to be known as the Queen’s Company, perhaps by 
way of demonstrating the royal patronage of the pro- 
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fession as opposed to the ceaseless efforts of the city 
authorities to prohibit it altogether. This company in- 
cluded among others James Burbage, the father of 
Shakespeare’s friend, and the famous clown, Dick Tarle- 
ton. When James came to the throne in 1603, the 
privilege of retaining a company of actors was with- 
drawn from the nobility and henceforth till the closing 
of the theatres in 1642 all companies were under the 
direct patronage of the King himself and other members 
of the royal family. 

The organization of such a company was somewhat 
along the lines of a medieval guild. It consisted in the 
first place of a small and limited number of full mem- 
bers, corresponding to the “masters” in a guild. It is 
probable that each of them had a more or less definite 
“line” in the profession; one played clown’s parts, an- 
other the old man’s, a third the young hero, and so on. 
Some allowance must be made, of course, for the actor’s 
versatility; Burbage, for example, played the young 
lover Romeo, the villainous Richard III, and the old 
magician Prospero; but in the main it is probable that 
each member held fairly closely to bis “line.” 

It is evident, of course, that the small group of mem- 
bers could not possibly, even by doubling, fill all the 
parts demanded by the average Elizabethan drama. To 
fill these parts the company hired for a limited time 
minor actors, corresponding in a way to the “journey- 
men” of the guild. These were paid the regular wage 
of a skilled workman, but had no share in the company’s 
profits, and seem rarely to have been admitted into full 
membership. 

The third class in the company was composed of the 
apprentices. These for the most part were young boys 
engaged at about the age of ten. Each of them was 
apprenticed to an individual member who trained him in 
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all the routine of the profession and when he was able 
to play in public hired him out to the company. All the 
parts for women in Elizabethan plays were taken by 
these boys since the actress was unknown to the public 
stage until after the Restoration. It was possible, though 
rather unusual, to take on a grown man as an appren- 
tice, and it has been suggested that Shakespeare him- 
self was an apprentice for the usual period of seven 
years in the company of which he was later a full mem- 
ber. It was, in fact, from these well-trained young actors, 
boys or youths, that the company was accustomed to add 
to its membership as vacancies occurred. 

The first requisite for such a company, of course, was 
a place to play in. In the early years of Elizabeth's 
reign, the actors played for the most part in the inn 
courtyards of London. Five of such inns were more or 
less adapted as regular playing-places, but after the 
building of the first playhouse, the Theatre, 1576, it 
became of course the desire of every company to find a 
footing in this or one of the rapidly succeeding theatres. 
This they did by renting the building for a term from 
the owner, James Burbage at the Theatre, or Henslowe 
at the Rose. Rent was paid by allotting to the owner 
half the admission money charged for seats in the gal- 
leries, which naturally cost more than standing room on 
the ground floor. The balance of the admission money, 
after expenses had been paid, was divided equally among 
the full members. 

The expenses, however, were by no means limited to 
the rent; there was the wage to be paid the hired men 
and the fee to the actor whose apprentice was actually 
playing. More costly still would be the outlay for 
properties of all sorts, especially for the gorgeous cos- 
tumes in which the actors strutted their hour upon the 
stage. The initial outlay for all such charges was as a 
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rule met by the owner of the theatre who recouped him- 
self by levying on that half of the gallery money which 
went to the company. When the leading members of 
Shakespeare’s company formed a syndicate (cf. p. 48) 
to build the Globe and later to lease the Blackfriars, this 
syndicate took the place of such an owner as Henslowe; 
its members, the so-called “housekeepers,” met all ex- 
penses and in return received a larger share of the 
receipts than their less fortunate fellows. 

The Elizabethan company, we see, was a self-govern- 
ing and self-perpetuating body. It owed, indeed, a cer- 
tain allegiance to its patron and was liable to be disci- 
plined by royal authority acting through the Master of 
the Revels for trenching upon forbidden topics—reli- 
gious or political themes, or offensive personal satire. 
Apart from this it was free, and it was particularly free 
in its relation to the poets who furnished it with plays. 
A dramatist to-day writes his play according to his own 
best will and judgment; he finds a producer who under- 
takes to stage it and assembles a company to act the 
parts. In rehearsal, it is true, lines may be struck out, 
passages added, and various changes made, but on the 
whole the play stands or falls according to the author’s 
design. In Elizabethan times, on the other hand, a play 
was written for a particular company and we know 
from records still preserved that the company some- 
times furnished the book which was to be dramatised or 
the old play that was to be re-written. The author 
sketched his plot for the actors, received their approval, 
read the first couple of acts to them at a tavern after 
their acting for the day was done, and received an ad- 
vance payment. He then finished the play, incorporat- 
ing, no doubt, whatever suggestions the actors offered, 
wrote out a clean copy which would be sent up to the 
Master of the Revels for licensing, and received his final 
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payment. At every stage in his work the playwright 
was conditioned by the company for whom he was writ- 
ing; he must have a good part for each principal actor, 
if there were not sufficient parts in the tale he was 
dramatizing, he must work up a sub-plot which would 
furnish them. This, by the way, is one of the reasons 
for the frequent appearance of the sub-plot—sometimes 
a comic one in a tragic play—in Elizabethan drama. He 
must so far as possible adapt the characters of this 
play to the “lines” of the actors who. were to perform it. 
For example while the comedian Kemp was a member of 
Shakespeare’s company the poet created for him such 
low comedy rôles as those of Peter, Bottom, and Dog- 
berry. When Kemp’s place was taken by the brilliant 
and witty Armin, Shakespeare furnished his new fellow 
with such high comedy parts as those of Touchstone and 
Feste. Perhaps the most striking instance of Shake- 
speare’s consideration of an actor occurs in King Lear. 
In Othello, the play immediately preceding this tragedy, 
there is indeed a part for the Clown (Armin) but it is 
so short and so slight—indeed is cut out in all modern 
acting versions—that we may well imagine Armin 
strongly objecting to so poor a rôle. As if to recompense 
him Shakespeare introduced into his nest play, King 
Lear, the part of the Fool—for which there is no corre- 
sponding part in the old source—a rôle which would at 
once tax and exhibit all of Armin’s quality as an actor. 

The boy apprentices in the company were not only 
carefully trained by their masters but had special parts 
written for them by the dramatist. Granville-Barker 
has noted how carefully Shakespeare avoids what we call 
“sex-appeal” in his boys; they are gay, witty, mocking, 
at times sentimental, never, except in the case of Cres- 
sida, sensuous. When they could sing, Shakespeare 
exploited their voices as in the rôles of Ophelia, Desde- 
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mona and Ariel. In addition to women’s parts Shake- 
speare wrote for the boys the rôles of roguish pages, 
such as those of Moth in Love’s Labour’s Lost and 
Falstaff’s page who carries over into Henry V. When 
Shakespeare wrote Midsummer Nighi’s Dream, there 
were evidently two boys in the company who differed 
greatly in size; one of them played Helena the tall 
“maypole,” the other Hermia the little “dwarf.” 

Since Shakespeare never wrote for the Children who 
played at Blackfriars and Paul’s we need not dwell at 
length upon the constitution of these companies. It is 
sufficient to say that they were in no sense independent 
self-governing bodies like a company of adult actors, 
Their managers had a royal license to impress children 
for singing and acting which they strained so far as 
actually at times to kidnap children on the streets of 
London. The manager supported and trained the boys, 
produced their plays, which were characterized by an 
unusual amount of music, vocal and instrumental, and 
pocketed all the proceeds. The training in these com- 
panies was no doubt excellent; when the Children of the 
Chapel were dissolved in 1608-9, Shakespeare’s com-~ 
pany took over two of the best young actors; one of 
them, Nat Field, was to become a rival of Burbage him- 
self as an actor of tragic parts. 

The history of the company to which there is good 
reason, though not positive certainty, to believe that 
Shakespeare belonged throughout his career may be 
briefly traced. It began in the first years of the Queen’s 
reign as Lord Leicester's Men. It is possible that 
Shakespeare became attached to this company shortly 
after their visit to Stratford in 1587. At Leicester’s 
death in 1588 the principal actors joined a company 
under the patronage of Ferdinando Stanley, Lord 
Strange. They acted for a time in 1592 at Henslowe’s 
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theatre, the Rose, where they were joined by Edward 
Alleyn, the leading tragedian of the Admiral’s Men. 
With him they, or most of them, toured the provinces in 
the plague years of 1592-94. While on tour their patron, 
Lord Strange, became, in September 1593 by the death 
of his father, the Earl of Derby, and the Company ac- 
cordingly tock over this new title, and became the Earl 
of Derby’s Men. The new earl, however, lived only till 
April of 1594, shortly after which the Company secured 
the patronage of Henry Carey, Queen Elizabeth’s cousin, 
at that time Lord Chamberlain. On his death in 1596 
they became the “servants” of his son, George Carey, 
Lord Hunsdon, and when he succeeded his father as 
Lord Chamberlain in 1597 they once more regained the 
title of the Lord Chamberlain’s Men. This title they bore 
until the accession of James who, as we have seen, took 
them under his direct patronage and they remained the 
King’s Majesty’s Servants from 1603 till the closing of 
the theatres in 1642. 

The various names borne by this company appear 
from time to time in records of their performances and 
on the title page of published plays. It is well to remem- 
ber, however, that under these various titles the Com- 
pany remained essentially the same, adding of course 
new members and losing old ones by death or resigna- 
tion, at least from the re-organization as Lord Strange’s 
Men in 1588 to the dissolution of the Company in 1642. 
All things considered it was the most stable, the most 
prosperous, and the most talented of all Elizabethan 
companies, and its success was due in no small measure 
to the fact that it early secured and long retained the 
services of William Shakespeare as its regular play- 
wright. 


CHAPTER VII 
SHAKESPEARE’S THEATRE 


Ir is a commonplace of criticism that the technique 
of acting drama is of necessity strongly influenced by 
the physical conditions of the theatre for which the 
dramatist writes. The plays of the Greek tragedians, 
for instance, were written to be represented in vast open 
air theatres; those of Moliére for the small closed 
“‘tennis-court’” theatre of seventeenth-century France; 
Ibsen’s for the modern “picture-frame” stage. Recent 
developments in lighting and staging are having a pro- 
found effect upon the technique of contemporary drama. 
Strangely enough, however, it is only in comparatively 
recent years that this self-evident truth has been taken 
into account in a consideration of Shakespeare’s plays. 
His first editors divided them into acts and scenes and 
equipped them with stage-directions and indications of 
locality in accordance with the practice of the eighteenth- 
century theatre, a theatre, by the way, different in many 
important respects from that for which Shakespeare 
wrote. Modern producers find it difficult, if not impos- 
sible to present his plays in their original form upon the 
stage of today and are driven to excisions, alterations, 
and additions to fit them to this Procrustean bed. There 
is even a tendency at times to find fault with the tech- 
nique of Shakespeare and his contemporaries because it 
is not adapted to the modern stage. This is as foolish 
as it would be to blame Aischylus or Sophocles for writ- 
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ing plays with choral songs and dances, features con- 
spicuously absent in the modern “well-made” play. On 
the other hand we sometimes hear that if Shakespeare 
had enjoyed the advantages of the modern theatre, 
scenery, realistic settings, electric lighting, and so on, 
he would have made use of them. From this it is sup- 
posed to follow that the modern producer is justified in 
adapting some of Shakespeare’s plays to the modern 
“picture-frame” stage and neglecting those, Lear for 
example, which seem incapable of such adaption. Cer- 
tainly if Shakespeare had written for our stage his plays 
would have been different, but he did not, and to under- 
stand his work, at least in its technical aspect, we must 
know something of the stage for which he wrote. 

The patient researches of a group of scholars, based 
largely upon a contemporary sketch of the Swan, an 
Elizabethan theatre, the contract for the building of the 
Fortune, upon stage-directions and other indications in 
the texts of Elizabethan plays, have dispelled certain 
misconceptions handed down from the past and enabled 
us to form a fairly accurate idea of the Elizabethan 
stage. It is no longer possible to think of it as a bare 
platform without decoration or properties of any kind. 
It did not seem poor or bare to contemporaries. There 
is abundant testimony to the fact that Englishmen and 
foreigners alike regarded the London theatres of Shake- 
speare’s day as magnificent structures and the stage as 
admirably equipped. De Witt, the Dutchman who 
sketched the Swan, mentions their beauty, and Coryat, 
the famous traveller, remarks that the theatres of Venice 
were “beggarly and bare in comparison with our stately 
playhouses in England.” So far from the stage being 
bare it was strewn, like the halls of gentlemen’s houses 
with rushes, or on special occasions covered with mat- 
ting. Elaborate properties were often brought upon the 
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stage, the chariot, for example, in which Tamburlaine 
was drawn by captive Kings, the arbor in which Don 
Horatio was hanged by the neck (see the frontispiece 
to the 1615 edition of the Spanish Tragedy), a foun- 
tain with real water, a well-head down which a body 
could be dropped, trees, possibly pushed up on the stage 
through a trap, substantial enough for an actor to climb 
upon them, rocks, mossy banks, shops, beds, thrones, 
tents and wayside crosses. The back-stage was hung 
with arras, sometimes painted in perspective—Henslowe 
had a “painted cloth’ of the City of Rome—sometimes 
with scenes from the Bible or from classical mythology. 
In the Knight of the Burning Pestle there is an allu- 
sion to. such a picture which the Citizen’s Wife thinks 
may be “The Confutation of St. Paul,’ but which her 
wiser husband calls “Rafe and Lucrece.” Extravagant 
sums were spent upon the actors’ costumes. Henslowe, 
who usually paid about £8 for a play, once laid out 
£20 upon a single cloak. Garments of silk and satin 
decked with gold and silver lace, trimmed, cut, and 
slashed with all the fantasy of Elizabethan tailoring, 
were the ordinary apparel of the Elizabethan actor. 
The Puritan opponents of the stage were loud in their 
denunciation for such extravagance of dress, but it must 
have added more than a little color to Shakespeare’s 
stage. 

Sometimes the actors presented great spectacular 
shows and gorgeous processions upon the stage. Sir 
Henry Wotton wrote to a friend in 1613 “The King’s 
players had a new play called All’s True [Henry VIII] 
—which was set forth with many extraordinary circum- 
stances of pomp and majesty even to the matting of the 
stage; the Knights of the Order with their Georges 
and Garters; the Guards with their embroidered coats 
and the like; sufficient in truth to make greatness very 
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familiar, if not ridiculous.” When we add to such spec- 
tacles the introduction into Elizabethan plays of elabo- 
rate masques, calling at times for the employment of 
complicated machinery, such as appear, for instance, in 
Cymbeline and The Tempest, it is plain that the old 
notion of the Elizabethan stage as a bare scaffold must 
be altogether rejected. 

Such matters as properties, costumes, and spectacles 
are, however, non-essential. Of greater importance to 
the art of the dramatist is the physical structure of the 
stage itself. On this point there is now a practical agree- 
ment among scholars; differences remain only on a few 
minor details. 

The Elizabethan theatre may be regarded as evolving 
from the inn courtyards which were, long before the first 
playhouse was built, favorite places for dramatic per- 
formances by the old companies of actors. 

A description of these courtyards and of their adap- 
tation for dramatic performances has already been 
given (p. 29). 

When James Burbage built the Theatre in 1576 he 
naturally designed it along the lines of the inn-yards in 
which he had been accustomed to play. The building 
had two entrances—one in front for the audience; one 
in the rear for the actors, musicians, and the personnel 
of the theatre. Inside the building a rectangular plat- 
form projected far out into what was called “‘the yard” 
—we know that the stage of the Fortune, ran halfway 
across the “yard,” some twenty-seven and a half feet. 
Here the common herd of spectators, the “groundlings” 
stood—there were no seats on the ground floor in the 
old public theatres—in front and on both sides of the 
stage. Around and above the yard ran three galleries 
approached by interior stairs and divided into “rooms” 
or boxes where the better class of spectators who paid 
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an additional price for the accommodation, sat more or 
less comfortably on stools. There was no front curtain 
and the performance was viewed not from the front 
alone but from three sides by the spectators in the yard 
and in the galleries. On this projecting platform the 
greater part of the action took place. As a rule the play- 
wright made no attempt to localize such action; the 
platform was, so to speak, neutral ground. It might be 
any place, outdoors or in, and if the poet wished to 
designate a locality he wove an allusion to it into the 
dialogue. “This is the forest of Arden” says Rosalind 
when the scene has shifted from the Court to the green- 
wood. 

Over a large part of this platform there extended a 
wooden roof, called “the heavens” or “the shadow,” 
which served partly to protect the actors from bad 
weather, but primarily to contain the machinery needed 
to let down on the stage certain properties—‘‘the creak- 
ing throne” at which Jonson laughed—or actors imper- 
sonating fairies or gods. In the sketch of the Swan we 
see this “shadow” supported by strong pillars resting 
on the platform. These, one would suppose must have 
interfered with the action, but they could no doubt be 
used by an actor to conceal himself from others on the 
stage. We hear once of a pick-purse caught plying his 
trade in the yard who was hoisted up on the stage and 
tied to a post for the rest of the performance. 

Across the back of the platform ran a wall partly 
concealed by arras, woven or painted cloth set on 
frames standing out three feet or so from the wall. This 
cloth was sometimes painted in perspective, but rarely, 
if ever, presented a realistic background and certainly 
was not shifted to denote a change of scene. It served 
a decorative rather than an illusion-producing purpose. 
In the narrow space between the arras and the back- 
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wall an actor might hide himself, as Polonius does in 
Hamlet, and it was here that Falstaff was found “fast 
asleep and snorting like a horse” by the Prince and 
Peto. 

Directly behind the backwall, in the centre under the 
baleony, was a recess, variously known as the “rear- 
stage” or the “alcove.” It was cut off from the front by 
a “traverse,” i.e. a curtain hanging before it. This was 
drawn back to disclose an action taking place in the 
rear-stage and pulled over it again at the close of such 
a scene, This “alcove” was an essential feature of the 
Elizabethan stage. Since it was concealed from the front 
by a curtain it could be set beforehand with properties 
to suggest a definite locality, a scholar’s study (Dr. 
Faustus), a lady’s bed-chamber (Cymbeline), a magi- 
cian’s cell (Tempest), or a tomb (Romeo and Juliet). 
An action beginning in this alcove, like the last scene of 
Othello, might be transferred to the front stage—the 
alcove being too small for the numbers of actors in- 
volved——which then became for the time the same locality 
as that indicated by the setting of the alcove. At the 
close of such a scene the curtain was drawn and the 
front stage became again “neutral ground,” ready for 
whatever action the playwright needed. It may be noted 
here, that the sketch of the Swan shows no trace of this 
alcove, only a flat back wall of the front stage pierced 
by two doors. But the existence of such a recess on the 
Elizabethan stage is quite certain; either the Swan 
differed from the other theatres of the day in this re- 
spect or, which is perhaps more likely, De Witt failed 
to represent it. 

To right and left of the alcove were doors, set flat in 
the back wall, as in the Swan sketch, or possibly set 
on the bias, so that actors emerging from them would 
meet each other in the centre of the stage. These doors 
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connected the stage with the “tiring-room,” the modern 
“green room,’ from which another entrance was possible 


through the alcove to the front stage. 
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From the De Witt drawing, the only contem- 
porary picture of an Elizabethan theatre known, 


Above this rear-stage was the upper-stage, a gallery, 
slightly projecting over the platform and provided with 
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a curtain by which it could at need be cut off from the 
view of the audience and like the alcove could be set 
with properties. This space seems at first to have been 
occupied by specially favored spectators and was known 
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s “the lord’s room’; occasionally the musicians needed 
for a performance were placed here. Its peculiar value 
in the presentation of plays, however, was soon realized 
and it became a positive asset to the playwright. It was 
used especially to designate a locality above the plane of 
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the main action on the lower stage: the wall of a city 
from which the defenders could converse with an oppo- 
nent below, the window, or the balcony of a private 
house, a high rock, or Cleopatra’s monument up to which 
she and her women draw the dying Antony. This upper- 
stage was entered as a rule by back stairs from the 
tiring-room, but it was also possible to reach it from the 
front by temporary stairs, by a practicable tree set on 
the main-stage, or by a rope-ladder. It is by such a 
ladder that Romeo is seen to descend from Juliet’s bal- 
cony after their wedding-night. In some of the later 
theatres there seem also to have been boxes over the 
back doors which could be used at need for the windows 
of an upper room. 

Such was in general the structure of the Elizabethan 
stage in one of the large public theatres; the Swan 
seated, De Witt reckons, about three thousand people. 
There was no. essential difference in the so-called “‘pri- 
vate” theatres. These consisted simply in the adapta- 
tion of a hall in a private house for theatrical purposes. 
The private theatre like the public had its uncurtained 
front stage, its curtained alcove and balcony. The whole 
space stage, pit, and gallery was under cover, whereas 
in the public theatre the “yard” was open to the sky and 
only the galleries and the shadow were roofed with 
thatch or tile. An upper room or attic served the pur- 
pose of the shadow in providing space for the necessary 
machinery. Performances took place by artificial light 
and there is reason to believe that the alcove was larger 
and better lighted. The same plays were produced at 
public and private theatres, as when Shakespeare’s com- 
pany played both at the Globe and the private Black- 
friars; and there is no evidence that any reconstruction 
of these plays was necessary. The main part of the au- 
dience sat on benches on the floor or in the one gallery 
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which sufficed the private theatre. The custom of sit- 
ting on a stool upon the stage itself which seems to have 
originated in public theatres became especially fashion- 
able, and objectionable, in the private houses where a 
more select audience was ready to pay as much as a 
shilling extra for such a seat. 

The stage, then, for which Shakespeare wrote con- 
sisted of three parts, the front stage, uncurtained and 
visible from three sides, the rear-stage which could be 
cut off from public view by a curtain and set with 
properties, and the balcony which could also be cut off 
and disclosed by a curtain hanging before it and with- 
drawn at need. There was no scenery at all in our sense 
of the word. The use of set properties to suggest a 
definite locality was in the main confined to the rear- 
stage, although at times a bed was thrust out or a 
throne dropped from the shadow upon the front stage 
and necessary properties like the caldron in Macbeth 
were raised to the stage and dropped again through 
traps in the floor. It is quite unlikely that the medieval 
practice of permanent properties to denote separate and 
distinct localities upon the same stage was long retained, 
though there are traces of it, in the public theatres early 
in Shakespeare’s day. Sometimes signboards were hung 
over the back doors to indicate the place of action, 
but this naive device seems soon to have been discon- 
tinued. 

Over these three stages the action of a play of Shake- 
speare’s flowed smoothly and swiftly without pause for 
scene-shifting or change of properties. There were, to 
be sure, brief intermissions, for music, though there was 
not much of this at the Globe. There is no act division 
in any of the old texts of Shakespeare which we may 
imagine to have been printed from his manuscript, so 
that it is at least doubtful whether he thought of a play 
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as a thing to be composed in the regulation five acts. 
The word “act,” indeed, occurs at times in the old texts 
to denote the intermission, as when we learn in a stage 
direction that the lovers in Midsummer Night’s Dream 
“sleep all the act” that is lie sleeping on the stage 
throughout the intermission. A bit of action beginning 
in the alcove might shift to the front stage and vice- 
versa. Both stages might be occupied at once as when 
in Hamlet the Mouse-Trap is presented by the strolling 
players in the alcove while Claudius and his court occupy 
the front stage. Balcony and front stage could be 
used together as when Juliet at her window converses 
with Romeo below in the orchard. 

The absence of a front curtain made it impossible for 
the dramatist to work up to some effective situation on 
which the curtain falls. Since the greater part of the 
action took place on the front stage it was incumbent on 
him to get his characters off at the close of the play. 
Thus in tragedy dead bodies are* dragged or carried 
off, in Hamlet to a funeral march; in comedy the char- 
acters often dance off together as at the close of Much 
Ado. In comedy and tragedy alike there is a relaxation 
of tension before the close, not a swift ending on the 
highest note with the curtain dropping on the “tableau” 
beloved by modern playwrights. 

Change of place during the play was effected by the 
simple process of getting all the actors off the stage; 
the rhymed tags so common in Shakespeare are often a 
device to mark the end of a scene. When the stage was 


1 Exceptions to this rule occur when death has taken place in 
the alcove. Thus in Othello the bodies of the Moor, Emilia, and 
Desdemona are on or in the bed in the alcove and at the close 
of the play are concealed by simply drawing the curtain. In 
Romeo and Juliet the bodies of the lovers within the tomb in 
the alcove were similarly concealed while the survivors file out 
in procession. 
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deserted, it became for a moment no man’s land, so to 
speak, only to become another place with the entrance 
of a fresh group of actors. In the first act of Cymbeline, 
for example, the scene shifts from Britain to Rome and 
back again. We know where the scene is laid by the 
presence of certain actors, not by a scenic background. 
Decorations and properties were employed to suggest a 
certain locality rather than to give as on the modern 
stage a realistic illusion. Shakespeare was not bound by 
the necessity of fixing every scene in his plays in a defi- 
nite locality realistically represented on the stage. His 
stage, in fact, has been well characterized as symbolic 
or suggestive rather than illusion-producing. 

The influence of the physical structure of the Eliza- 
bethan stage upon the dramatic technique of Shakespeare 
has never been quite fully appreciated. Certain aspects 
of this influence, however, seem fairly clear. In the first 
place this stage allowed the playwright an almost bound- 
less freedom as to the place of any action; like the writer 
of scenarios for the cinema he could shift his scene at 
will. He could, if he pleased, localize a scene by the 
use of setting and properties, but he was under no com- 
pulsion to do so. We must always remember that the 
indications of place in modern editions of Shakespeare— 
“a room in the palace, another room in the same,” etc., 
are the addition of modern editors; there are no such 
scene-headings in the original texts. The scene-divisions 
themselves are, for the most part, supplied by modern 
editors. Shakespeare apparently thought of a play as 
a continuous whole, interrupted, to be sure by brief act- 
pauses for relaxation, but otherwise running an un- 
broken course; certainly he never dreamed of such 
breaches of continuity as occur when the attempt is made 
upon the modern stage to provide each of his short scenes 
with its appropriate setting. The possibility of swift 
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continuous action was one of the main gifts of the Eliza- 
bethan stage to Shakespeare and his contemporaries. 

It was this speed of presentation which made possible 
the length of Shakespeare’s plays as compared with the 
modern drama. The time allowed for the performance 
of an Elizabethan play was, as we know from contem- 
porary evidence, about the same as is required today, 
some two and a half hours. To produce Hamlet uncut 
in its complete form, would require today something like 
six hours. It is probable, indeed, that Shakespeare’s 
plays were originally produced in a somewhat shorter 
form than that in which they appeared in print; but 
even in this shorter form they would be too long for a 
production interrupted by constant pauses for scene- 
shifting as on the modern picture-frame stage. It seems 
clear that the speed of performance on the Elizabethan 
stage gave the dramatist an opportunity of which Shake- 
speare fully availed himself to get more of the story, 
the background, and the environment, into his play than 
is possible to the writer for the stage today. 

It is by no means certain, however, that this liberty 
and speed of action were unalloyed benefits. The liberty 
tended at times to degenerate into a license which im- 
paired concentration and dramatic power. The forty- 
two scenes of Antony and, Cleopatra scattered all over 
the known Roman world could indeed be represented on 
Shakespeare’s stage as they cannot be on ours, and 
Shakespeare obtained in this manner a scope and breadth 
of effect which is lacking in all other dramatic versions 
of this story. But it is equally clear that the third and 
fourth acts of Antony and Cleopaira which contain to- 
gether some twenty-eight scenes are on the whole the 
least dramatic of the play. In the last act of Macbeth, 
again, Shakespeare obtained a unique effect by the rapid 
alternation of short scenes within and without the castle 
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of Dunsinane, an effect impossible of realisation on the 
modern stage. Yet it is undeniable that the last act of 
Macbeth lacks the concentrated dramatic force of the 
closing scenes of Lear, Othello, and Hamlet. Of these 
single scenes of unbroken action that of Lear is but a 
few lines shorter than the whole fifth act of Macbeth, 
while the closing scenes of Othello and Hamlet are even 
longer. The great central scene of Othello, perhaps the 
finest single specimen of Shakespeare’s dramatic power, 
is about one-third longer than the last act of Macbeth. 
It would appear, then, that while Shakespeare exploited 
the opportunities of his stage to the fullest extent, he 
was led away at times from the highest perfection of his 
art by the very opportunities presented by his stage. 

Other characteristic features of Elizabethan drama 
are probably due in part to the influence of the Eliza- 
bethan stage. It has been remarked by critics from the 
time of Sidney to the present day that there is some- 
thing too much of narrative method in Elizabethan 
drama. This was due in part to medieval tradition, in 
part to the delight of an unsophisticated audience in 
the mere story presented; but another cause may be 
found in the stage itself. Its freedom from fixed locality, 
the speed of action which it allowed, positively tempted 
the unwary playwright to compose in something like a 
narrative form. Many Elizabethan plays are stories in 
action, a mere sequence of events with little or none of 
the causal connection which marks true drama. This is 
especially true of the popular chronicle plays in which 
the events of a king’s reign were presented in chrono- 
logical order with little care for dramatic sequence. 
Shakespeare himself is by no means free from this fault; 
Henry V, for example, hardly conforms to strict dra- 
matic requirements, and even Macbeth, which approaches 
the chronicle play more nearly than do the other great 
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tragedies, shows in the first and last acts something of 
this loose method of narrative technique. A good story, 
of course, is always popular, a story represented in ac- 
tion doubly so, as is shown by the vogue of the “photo- 
play,” and the Elizabethan stage like the modern cinema 
afforded special facilities for this style of easy popular 
dramatic composition. To this cause, too, we may ascribe 
in part the Elizabethan fashion for double and multiple 
plots. Shakespeare, indeed, knew how to get genuine 
dramatic effects of contrast and parallel from the use 
of minor plots, but in many of his contemporaries the 
under-plot is a mere device to get in more story and 
entertain the audience by variety of incident. 

Another aspect of the influence of this stage upon 
Elizabethan drama also calls for notice. In the absence 
of anything like scenery and the comparative insignifi- 
cance of properties and setting, the attention of the au- 
dience was directed primarily to the action. The elabo- 
rate and beautiful stage-settings of today too often 
divert attention to non-essentials. In Shakespeare’s day 
the play was the thing, not the trappings of the play. 
Moreover the projection of the stage into the very midst 
of the yard drew and fastened all eyes upon the actor. 
He was not separated from his audience as he is today 
by the orchestra and the proscenium arch. In fact at 
times the most critical and influential part of his audi- 
ence sat upon the stage itself. The actor was seen not 
at a distance, moving like a figure in an animated pic- 
ture, but in the round, so to speak, in close and intimate 
relation with his hearers. Words, gestures, facial ex- 
pression, must all have gone home with a directness and 
force that is hardly even conceivable today. 

This intimate contact of actor and audience gave to 
the playwright, himself at times like Shakespeare an 
actor on this stage, an impulse, an inspiration, a lively 


88 WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE 


sense of the reality of his action. Whatever else the 
Elizabethan drama lacks it abounds in life-like charac- 
ters and this is largely due to the fact that the actors 
were not puppets seen at a distance, but live men mov- 
ing among their fellows and in close touch with them. 
How real the action on this stage seemed to unsophis- 
ticated hearers may best be realized from the delightful 
running commentary of the Citizen and his wife in The 
Knight of the Burning Pesile. 

There was, to be sure, another side to this intimacy 
between actor and audience. It gave rise at times to 
certain tricks that we have discarded today. The solilo- 
quy, whether used as a method of exposition or as a 
self-revelation of character, was credible upon that 
stage, but has been generally discarded today. The aside, 
positively absurd upon the modern stage, was a natural 
and easy device when the speaker was perhaps nearer 
to a part of his audience than to his fellow actors. Still 
worse was the direct appeal to the audience in the form 
of improvised “gags” against which Hamlet warned the 
players, a striking proof by the way of Shakespeare's 
dislike of this breach of dramatic illusion. Yet some such 
“gags” seem to have crept into the text of his plays as 
it has been handed down to us. A somewhat similar 
breach of illusion appears in the customary epilogue 
when a player, still in costume, stepped forward to beg 
a plaudite, punctuating his appeal at times by more or 
less witty comments on his auditors, as Rosalind does 
at the close of ds You Like It. Akin to this last, was 
the address by a Presenter or Chorus at the beginning 
or between the acts of a play. Yet we should remember 
that an Elizabethan audience lacked such an aid to the 
understanding of a performance as is furnished by our 
programmes which give the actor’s names, sometimes 
with a bit of characterization, and specify the localities 
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in which the scenes are laid. We need not be too severe 
on the first author of Pericles, who prefaced each act 
with a speech by Gower as Chorus informing the audi- 
ence of the present situation and naming the characters 
about to enter, a naive device left unchanged by Shake- 
speare in his revision of the old play. 

One last point deserves consideration. The absence 
of scenery and the prominence of the actor on the Eliza- 
bethan stage forced the playwright to rely for his effect 
primarily upon the spoken word. Now it is a patent 
fact that Shakespeare’s plays, like other Elizabethan 
dramas, contain much beside pure dramatic dialogue; 
they are packed with rhetorical, descriptive, and lyrical 
passages. Something of this redundancy was due to the 
temper of the times. The Elizabethans, like other Renais- 
sance people, had a very passion for words; they de- 
lighted in word-play, puns, conceits, and far-fetched 
images; in set orations, grandiose tirades, and lyrical 
interludes. Now the very nature of the Elizabethan 
stage forced the playwright, to appeal to this passion. 
His stage was comparatively bare; the setting and 
properties were suggestive only. To create that illusion 
of reality which is the life of the drama he was forced 
to address himself to the imagination of his audience— 
consider Shakespeare’s appeal in the choruses of 
Henry V—and he appealed to their imagination through 
the spoken word. Hence instead of the present stage- 
picture of Macbeth’s castle we have the spoken descrip- 
tion of it by Duncan and Banquo, a description packed, 
by the way, with dramatic irony. It is for a like reason 
that we get so often in Shakespeare’s plays the lovely 
songs which give tone and atmosphere to a scene. To 
stir the imagination of his audience the dramatist had 
first of all to rouse his own and thus he became, by 
necessity as it were, poet as well as playwright. The 
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Elizabethan drama as a whole is poetic drama because 
the Elizabethan stage demanded from the playwright the 
exercise of his poetic imagination. It was by recognizing 
and complying with this demand that Shakespeare 
became early in his career a popular playwright, and 
it is because he rose steadily to even loftier heights of 
poetic imaginative utterance that he towers over the 
heads of his contemporaries and remains, in Jonson’s 
noble words “not of an age, but for all time,” 


CHAPTER VIII 
SHAKESPEARE’S AUDIENCE 


A THIRD influence on the drama is, of course, the audi- 
ence for whom the dramatist writes. No other art de- 
mands as peremptorily as the drama a prompt and sym- 
pathetic response, and in every age the character of the 
drama has been conditioned by the audience to whom it 
appealed. The religious drama of Athens, the miracle 
plays of medieval times, were addressed to hearers of 
an age of faith; the drama of the golden age of France 
to a society dominated by the social and political con- 
ventions of the period. The Elizabethan drama at once 
springs from and reflects the Elizabethan age as ex- 
pressed in the Elizabethan audience. 

What was the character of the audience that thronged 
to Shakespeare’s plays at the Theatre and the Globe? 
A rather unfavorable picture has too often been drawn, 
reflecting the hostile traits embodied in Puritan denun- 
ciations or the objections of the staid city fathers. We 
are led to think of this audience as composed of the 
lowest classes of London society, riotous apprentices, 
courtesans and pickpockets plying their disreputable 
trades, with perhaps a sprinkling of dissolute court gal- 
lants. This is quite wrong. The truth is that Shake- 
speare’s audience was a representation in miniature of 
Shakespeare’s nation, the English people of Elizabeth’s 
day. Apprentices and criminals came to his plays, but 
so did sober citizens and their wives, so did the flower 
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of Elizabethan gentry and nobility. The students of the 
universities and members of the Inns of Court were 
devoted lovers of the drama. We hear from a contem- 
porary witness that in 1599 Shakespeare’s patron, South- 
ampton, and his friend Lord Rutland “come not to 
court” but “pass away the time merely in going to plays 
every day.” We know that scholars and courtiers took 
notebooks to the theatre with them to jot down jests, 
epigrams, and poetic phrases that they might use when 
wooing a mistress. Marston, a satirist of Shakespeare’s 
day, laughs at a gallant who courts Lesbia “from out 
some new pathetic tragedy” ; from his lips 


doth flow 
Naught but pure Juliet and Romeo. 


To stigmatize Shakespeare’s audience as a recent poet- 
critic has done, as “those wretched beings who can never 
be forgiven their share in preventing the greatest poet 
and dramatist of the world from being the best artist” 
is to misunderstand both the audience and the drama- 
tist. Shakespeare was himself an Elizabethan; he sym- 
pathized with the tastes of his audience and gave them 
what they wanted; but he was artist enough to give it 
to them in a form better than they expected. 

The Elizabethans we must remember were what we 
could call today “temperamental” people, quick to anger, 
to laughter, and to tears. They were accustomed to swift 
and sudden changes of emotion and behavior. Philip 
Sidney, “the president of noblenesse and chevalree,” 
threatened on mere suspicion to thrust his dagger into 
his father’s faithful secretary. Elizabeth struck her 
favorite Essex across the face in the council chamber and 
Essex with a savage curse laid his hand upon his sword. 
Yet not long after the Queen sent Essex to Ireland as 
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on his return from his unfortunate campaign burst into 
the Queen’s chamber all stained with travel to find her 
half dressed with her hair about her ears. The notion 
of “decorum” so dear to later ages was unknown to the 
Elizabethan people as to Elizabethan drama. 

What the people wanted in a play was first of all 
action—serious or comic, but even the serious must be 
interspersed with comedy. The popular play of Cam- 
byses, written about the time of Shakespeare’s birth, 
was printed with a title page describing it as a “Jamen- 
table Tragedie mixed full of pleasant mirth.” The clown 
was always the favorite actor; Tarleton was a darling 
of the public before Alleyn or Burbage rose to fame. 
It was customary, indeed, to end every performance 
with a “‘jig,’ a comic dance which developed into a 
rough farce spoken or sung. Shakespeare’s early plays 
have good parts for the comic actor Kemp, another 
popular idol, and even in his latest there are such réles 
as those of the merry rogue Autolycus or the uncouth 
monster Caliban. In serious action the audience wanted 
plenty of fighting, armies on the stage, or duels to the 
death. Every Elizabethan gentleman wore a sword; 
their retainers walked the street with swords and 
bucklers. There were frequent street fights, such as 
Shakespeare showed in Romeo and Juliet; frequent 
single combats, such as that in which Jonson killed his 
fellow-actor Gabriel Spencer. ‘Masters of fence” gave 
exhibitions of their art to crowded houses in the public 
theatres. We may be sure that Shakespeare’s audience 
watched the rapier duel of Tybalt and Mercutio with 
keen interest and howled disapproval when the villain 
slew Mercutio with a foul thrust. Such broadsword fights 
as those of Hal and Hotspur or Macbeth and Macduff 
were not the tame affairs that one sees on the stage 
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the same keen interest that a crowd today watches a 
prize-fight. In many ways the Elizabethans were thicker 
skinned than men of today. Royalty itself delighted in 
the bloody sports of bull and bear-baiting. Executions 
were public spectacles and crowds, women as well as 
men, gathered to see the savage punishment inflicted on 
traitors. Such mimic mutilations as we get in the Sene- 
can plays, in the Spanish Tragedy and Titus Androni- 
cus, could not shock an audience that had witnessed more 
horrid things at Tyburn. Shakespeare did not stoop as 
often as some of his contemporaries to gratify the taste 
of bis audience for such sensations, but he had no objec- 
tion to weaving scenes of physical agony into a play 
where they were in accord with the theme. He brings 
in King John dying of poison in the play by that name 
and in his most powerful tragedy he shows the blinding 
of Gloucester on the stage—“a blot”? on his work, says 
a Victorian critic, rather a master-stroke showing to 
what depths of cruelty wicked cowardice can sink. 

On the other hand Shakespeare’s audience was capable 
of something better than clownage and bloodshed. For 
one thing it was intensely patriotic. Satirists might 
mock at English follies, more especially the English 
imitation of foreign manners, but the average Eliza- 
bethan believed most sincerely that an Englishman was 
the noblest work of God—Englishmen for my Money is 
the title of a popular play of Shakespeare’s time—and 
that England was the best and noblest of all countries. 
With this went a keen interest in England’s past, an 
interest which the playwrights gratified with a long roll 
of chronicle plays stretching from the mythical times of 
Cymbeline and Lear to the defeat of the Spanish Ar- 
mada in 1588. Shakespeare contributed something more 
than his share to this type of play and has done more 
than most historians to tell the story and fix the char- 
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acters of certain English kings. The great Marlborough 
said that he had learned all the English history he knew 
from Shakespeare. And again Shakespeare did some- 
thing more than stoop to gratify a taste of his audience; 
he raised and purified it. There is no such exalted ex- 
pression of love of country in English, perhaps in any, 
literature, as that which he puts into the mouth of the 
dying John of Gaunt. The other and less pleasing side 
of this patriotism is a rather cheap contempt of for- 
eigners, not so marked in Shakespeare as in many of his 
contemporaries, but evident enough in his caricature of 
the French nobles in Henry V. 

Like most audiences in most ages the Elizabethans 
sometimes came to the theatre to escape from the sordid 
realities of daily life; they loved tales of chivalry, of 
magic, of enchanted islands, of witches and fairies. But 
even in these they liked a touch of the familiar daily 
life, and so when Shakespeare sent his lovers wander- 
ing in the fairy-haunted wood near Athens, he brought 
in Bottom and his crew, typical English homespuns, to 
give a note of realism to his fantastic play. For the 
same reason he introduced the tavern scenes and Shallow 
in his orchard into the chronicle plays of I and II 
Henry IV. On the whole, it seems, Shakespeare cared 
less than most of his contemporaries for the drama of 
everyday life. He never wrote such plays as Dekker’s 
Shoemakers’ Holiday or Jonson’s Bartholomew Fair. 
Yet he loved the humors of simple country folk and 
was never tired of introducing them into his plays 
whether in comedy, as Dogberry and Verges in Much 
Ado or in tragedy, as the grave-diggers in Hamlet, or the 
clown who brings the asp to Cleopatra. And the lan- 
guage that Shakespeare puts into their mouths is vigor- 
ous, realistic, sometimes coarse, like that of the porter 
in Macbeth; there is nothing affected or sentimental 
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about Shakespeare’s treatment of common people. It 
took a German to transform the drunken porter into a 
pious old watchman chanting a morning hymn. 

It is to his intimate knowledge of the common people 
that we may ascribe in part at least Shakespeare’s par- 
tiality for broad jests. The Anglo-Saxon male is as a 
rule chaster in manners than in speech. There is nothing 
suggestive or veiled about these jests of Shakespeare’s; 
many of them are, fortunately, lost to the average reader 
of today because of the change in the meaning of words. 
Some of them, no doubt, are interpolations in the text 
by a comic actor who once got a laugh by a “wise- 
crack” and handed it on to his successors in the part. 
But Shakespeare belonged to a free-spoken age and it 
is absurd to think of him as lowering himself to get a 
laugh from the yard when he and his noble friends 
probably enjoyed the joke as much as the ground- 
lings. 

It is another matter with a good deal of Shakespeare’s 
language that offends esthetic sensibilities of today. 
Dr. Johnson remarked that a pun had an irresistible 
attraction for Shakespeare; he indulges in puns at times 
in quite serious, even tragic passages, especially in his 
early plays. But the Elizabethans loved word-play of 
all sorts, and a pun to them was not necessarily comic. 
Shakespeare was certainly not aiming at a laugh when 
he made Lady Macbeth pun on “gild” and “guilt.” The 
fact is that the power, the range, the versatility of the 
English language was only being discovered in Shake- 
speare’s day and poets, scholars, wits, and courtiers in- 
dulged themselves to their hearts’ content in taking 
liberties with their mother tongue. It is to this passion 
for playing with words that we must ascribe the so-called 
“conceits’ that cluster in the early plays of Shakespeare. 
Once more, however, Shakespeare is not writing down 
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to his audience, but writing what he and his audience, 
especially the better part of it, both alike enjoyed. 

The songs and musical effects of Shakespeare’s plays 
were written and composed to delight and entertain 
his audience. The English people before the Puritan 
revolution were famous singers. At a gentleman’s house 
the music books were brought out after dinner as regu- 
larly as cards and bridge-tables would be now, and 
guests were expected to join the family in singing 
complicated part-songs. Foreign visitors to Elizabethan 
theatres were sure to comment on the beauty of the 
music they heard there. This music, of course, was 
instrumental as well as vocal, for most Elizabethans 
played one instrument or another. Citterns hung in 
every barber shop for the amusement of the waiting 
customers. 

Shakespeare’s plays are full of references to the vari- 
ous instruments of his day, the lute, the recorder, the 
viol de gamba. His kings come on the stage to flourishes, 
and trumpets announce “the entrance of an army. Music. 
is used to wake a sleeper, to lament the dead, to minister, 
as in Lear, to a mind diseased. All this is in perfect 
accord with the practice of Shakespeare’s day, and here 
as elsewhere Shakesepare shows himself a true Eliza- 
bethan. 

A word must be said in closing about the poetry of 
Shakespeare’s plays. We wonder sometimes how the 
groundlings who packed the yard of the Globe could 
appreciate or even listen patiently to his poetic plays. 
It has been suggested that his poetry was for the 
gentlemen and scholars of the boxes as his clowns and 
combats were for the groundlings. But this, again, is to 
misunderstand the Elizabethan audience. In the first 
place it was by old tradition that the drama was written 
in verse; the miracle plays are composed in rhymed 
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stanzaic metres; the early farces and interludes in the 
seven-foot doggerel of which traces still remain in some 
of Shakespeare’s early plays; blank verse had been in- 
troduced into tragedy by the authors of Gorboduc early 
in Elizabeth’s reign and had in Shakespeare’s time come 
to be the recognized medium for dramatie expression. 
The Elizabethan age has been called “a nest of singing 
birds,” and while this phrase was meant to apply to the 
lyric poets of the day, it might almost as well charac- 
terize the Elizabethan people. They all sang; they all 
loved poetry of a sort as well as music; the most popu- 
lay printed works were the broadcast ballads in which 
contemporary events of all sorts were versified and set 
to popular tunes. And if this was the case with the 
common people it was still more so with the better 
classes. Gentlemen rhymed as naturally and as easily 
as they sung. The proper way to court a lady was by 
writing sonnets to her beauty. Orlando was simply fol- 
lowing a fashion of the day when he festooned the trees 
of Arden with poems in praise of Rosalind. We must 
imagine, then, the Elizabethan audience listening, not 
merely patiently, but with delight to the long tirades, the 
high-flown speeches, the lyrical interludes of Shake- 
speare’s plays. The Elizabethans read less and listened 
more than we do to-day. They appreciated at its full 
value the sonorous beauty of such a line as 


The multitudinous seas incarnadine. 


They picked up to use, or to misuse, as the numerous 
malapropisms in Shakespeare’s comedies show, strange 
new words that sounded well even if their sense was not 
quite clear. And this delight in poetry was, so to speak, 
grist to Shakespeare’s mill. He could indulge his poetic 
fancy to the limit, and sometimes in his early plays, it 
outran his dramatic powers, knowing that it was ad- 
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dressed to a sympathetic audience. It was for his hear- 
ers at the Theatre and at the Globe that Shakespeare 
wrote Mercutio’s description of Queen Mab, the lyric 
love-making of Romeo and Juliet, the soliloquies of 
Hamlet, and the tragic outbursts of King Lear. All that 
is changed today. Our playwrights, even when dealing 
with tragic themes, are driven by the convention of real- 
ism to write common-place words and “language such 
as men do use,’ to express even intense emotion in 
colloquial speech. There has been perhaps quite as 
much loss as gain. 

Properly to appreciate the influence of the audience 
upon Shakespeare we must always remember that Shake- 
speare was himself “of his age” as well as “for all 
time,” a true Elizabethan. What seem to us faults and 
flaws in his works are not there because he consciously 
wrote down to his audience, but because in taste and 
tone and temper he was one with them. He wrote to 
please his hearers and in so doing pleased himself. His 
friend and critic Ben Jonson with a fine scorn for his 
hearers wrote to please himself, to gratify his own 
severe and limited critical standards. As a result Jon- 
son failed to win his audience. Shakespeare was not 
ignorant of these standards; he probably heard of them 
often enough from Ben at their meetings in the Mermaid 
Tavern. He could have observed the unities if he wished ; 
he did so, in fact, in The Tempest. Had he written for 
an audience of scholars and critics he would have written 
plays of another sort, perhaps such plays as his Hamlet, 
scholar and critic, praises, when he speaks of one that 
was “caviare to the general; but... an excellent play 
. . . as wholesome as sweet and by very much more 
handsome than fine.” We can be thankful that he did 
not. When we consider the work of Shakespeare as a 
whole, its breadth, its infinite variety, its broad humor, 
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its unrestrained expression of emotion, its unparalleled 
poetic utterance, we may give some measure of thanks 
to the audience for which he wrote, which, like the actors 
who performed his plays and the stage upon which they 
were represented, contributed to make them what they 


are. 


CHAPTER IX 
THE NEW DRAMA 


Wuen Shakespeare came to London, he found the 
acting drama in a vigorous and flourishing condition. It 
was in the hands of the professional actors protected by 
the court and supported by a growing popular demand. 
Playhouses had been built for regular dramatic per- 
formances and a group of young poet-playwrights was 
busily engaged with furnishing the actors with dramas. 
Their work must have been new and immensely inter- 
esting to Shakespeare who during his youth in the coun- 
try can have seen little or nothing of the new drama 
which this group was creating. His prentice years as 
actor and playwright from 1588 to 1593 coincided with 
a wonderful advance in every line of dramatic activity 
and we cannot fully understand his own work, especially 
his early plays, unless we realize to some extent the 
nature of the new drama which was then taking shape. 

Elizabethan drama is essentially an outgrowth of the 
religious drama of the Middle Ages, and it is well to 
remember that this drama was by no means extinct in 
Shakespeare’s day. Miracle plays were acted at Coven- 
try as late as 1580, and we have a record of a religious 
play in London eight or nine years after Shakespeare's 
death. Now the outstanding characteristic of this old 
drama was its frank and homely realism; it strove to 
represent events and characters of the sacred story in 
terms of simple everyday English life. This realism 
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struck at times a grim and almost savage note; the play- 
wright of the Passion did not spare Christ a buffet or a 
pang of pain. On the other hand it might turn into 
broad farce. When Mrs. Noah boxed her husband's ears, 
we may be sure that the audience was moved to laughter 
not by the wit of the words but by the humor of the 
situation. The characters, too, are real and English; 
the shepherds of the Secunda Pastorum are real shep- 
herds grumbling about the weather and concerned about 
their sheep. All that there is of dramatic value in the 
miracle plays comes from the naive, sincere, and con- 
vincing realism. Their technique, simplicity itself, con- 
sisted in representing the whole story on the stage. 

This homely realism, long accepted as essential in 
popular drama, was transmitted in an unbroken channel 
from the miracle plays through the moralities and inter- 
ludes of the early sixteenth century to the new drama 
of Shakespeare’s day. It was a keen sense of its value 
as a drawing-card that led Shakespeare’s company to 
eall their great spectacular play of Henry VIII, All Is 
True. Titles like the True Tragedy and the True His- 
tory, abound in Elizabethan drama. So strong, indeed, 
was the popular demand for realism, so ready to re- 
sponse of the playwrights, that we may fix on this note 
of realism as the distinguishing mark of one aspect of 
Elizabethan drama, the native and popular. 

In early popular comedy this realism produced a 
series of lively humorous scenes and incidents rather 
than complete and, well-made plays. The interest of 
closely complicated and neatly solved intrigue is almost 
entirely lacking. At best we get a series of dramatized 
incidents. Such comic scenes often appear at intervals 
in serious plays. They continue the tradition of the 
comic interpolations in the miracle plays and beget the 
convention of the so-called “comic relief,’ character- 


THE NEW DRAMA 103 


istic of Elizabethan as compared with classical drama. 
The characters of these scenes are drawn almost ex- 
clusively from the lower classes; the fun consists in show- 
ing them in absurd situations, as when the Vice in Cam- 
byses, masquerading as a warrior, with a pot for a 
helmet and a rake for a spear, is chased off the stage 
by an old woman with a broom. The humor of early 
popular comedy was essentially physical, the humor of 
scuffes, kicks, and pots of water on unsuspecting heads. 
The popular nature of such scenes and their lasting 
appeal is shown not only by their constant appearance 
in later Elizabethan drama—even in the works of 
Shakespeare—but by their persistence through the farce 
and fiction of later centuries down to the comic strips 
and comic films of the present day. 

The language of this popular comedy was, of course, 
plain everyday English. There is a marked absence 
of the witty, pointed dialogue, of the gay word-play, so 
frequent in the later comedy. On the contrary there is 
an over-plus of profanity, a “humor of filth,” sinking 
at times to gross obscenity. The dialogue is for the most 
part composed in doggerel rhymed verse, and except for 
occasional songs, there is nothing of the heightening 
effect of poetry. The note of romance, more particu- 
larly what we call the “love interest,” is conspicuously 
absent. It would almost seem as if the old playwrights 
felt this topic to be taboo. 

Of early popular tragedy there is little to be said for 
the simple reason that there was very little of it. The 
old tradition of a realistic presentation of tragic scenes 
from the Bible had died out and for a considerable 
period nothing came in to take its place. The crowd 
preferred boisterous farce to the falls of princes and 
clamored for the appearance on the stage of the Devil 
and the Fool. So far as they took an interest in tragic 
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themes, they demanded realism. A tragedy to be popular 
must present a true story in convincing fashion. The 
few specimens of early popular tragedy that remain 
from the time before Kyd and Marlowe might almost be 
called histories rather than tragedies proper. They fall 
into two classes: histories of private and of public life. 
In the first class we find such lost plays as Murderous 
Michael and The Cruelty of a Step-Mother presented 
at Court in 1578 and 1579. Such plays were the direct 
ancestors of the Elizabethan domestic tragedy like 
Arden of Feversham and A Woman Killed With Kind- 
ness, plays that bear witness to the popularity of such 
realism in the very heyday of the romantic drama. 

The histories of public life strike the same note. The 
English chronicle play, to be sure, seems hardly to have 
appeared before Shakespeare came to London. It sprang 
into sudden life along with the outburst of patriotic 
enthusiasm that marked the years just before and after 
the defeat of the Spanish Armada in 1588. But before 
this time there were plays dealing with historical events 
which continue the technique of the miracle plays and 
anticipate that of the chronicles, that is a simple suc- 
cession of scenes in their natural order of time. Those 
that remain to us deal with themes drawn from clas- 
sical sources; but their apparent aim is to present an 
ancient story in as familiar and realistic a style as pos- 
sible. In Horestes a murderer is very properly “hanged 
from a ladder; a stage-direction in Cambyses reads: 
“Smite him in the neck with a sword to signify death.” 
These plays are also marked as products of the popular 
drama by the presence of the Vice and of allegorical 
figures from the old moralities. 

At the opposite pole from this native and popular 
drama lay another which may be called the classical and 
academic. It was one of the results of Renaissance 
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humanism and began to appear about the middle of the 
sixteenth century. Springing from the study of the 
classical drama in the grammar schools, it was rein- 
forced by the critical dicta of Aristotle and Horace as 
interpreted by Renaissance commentators. It flourished 
almost exclusively in such institutions as the grammar 
schools, the universities, and the Inns of Court where 
it produced a group of plays designed for cultured au- 
diences. Apparently none of these plays ever attempted 
to compete on the public stage with the drama in the 
native tradition. Yet the influence of this academic 
drama was felt in both comedy and tragedy and it intro- 
duced into both elements that had permanent effect in 
the development of Elizabethan drama. 

In comedy the models for this academic drama were 
the plays of Plautus and Terence, and the Italian come- 
dies of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, themselves 
an imitation and elaboration of the Latin dramatists. 
Perhaps the most important gift of these models to 
English playwrights was a sense of the significance of 
plot. From the Latins and their Italian followers Eng- 
lish comedy now took over involved intrigues and deft 
solutions. The division of a play into acts and scenes, 
adopted from the classical models, assisted the English 
playwright in an orderly development of the plot. Along 
with this came the adoption into English comedy of a 
number of stock characters from the classic models: the 
worldly wise father, the roistering son, the wily servant, 
the braggart, and the pedant. Commonplace as these 
types seem to us, they were a real enrichment of the 
stock figures of native English comedy, where the Devil 
and the Vice, plus a pair of rustics, had long been 
almost the sole representatives of the comic spirit. 

In diction as well as in construction and characteriza- 
tion this new comedy represented a great advance over 
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the old. For the doggerel rhyme and coarse language 
of the native comedy it substituted little by little a 
polished prose, heightened by witty repartee, and word- 
play. This too was an imitation of the diction of the 
Latin playwrights and the academic character of the 
new comedy is shown by the fact that most of the speci- 
mens that remain are the work of school-masters, uni- 
versity students, and Inns of Court men, written for 
private performance. It was not until the time of Lyly 
and his followers in the 1580’s that the new comedy 
appeared upon the public stage. Yet in spite of its 
academic origin this comedy retained a distinctly Eng- 
lish atmosphere, laying its scenes in England and draw- 
ing its characters from English life. The little master- 
piece of Ralph Roister Doister is perhaps the best 
example of this blending of the classic and native 
comedy. 

In tragedy the influence of classical studies was at 
first rather different. Whereas in comedy the classic 
models exerted an immediate and beneficent effect upon 
the drama, in tragedy we find only a slavish imitation 
which for a long period seems totally divorced from the 
native tradition. The reason lies in the gulf which sepa- 
rated popular practice from the classical theory of 
tragedy. The first consisted in action realistically pre- 
sented; the second pushed action as far as possible off 
the stage, reported it by messenger, and stressed pri- 
marily the emotions of the dramatis personae. The 
popular practice enlivened a tragic theme with inter- 
polations of “comical mirth; classical theory rigidly 
excluded comic scenes and characters from the tragic 
stage. Popular tragedy either presented familiar Eng- 
lish characters as in the murder plays, or attempted to 
bring distant scenes and characters home to the audi- 
ence by giving them a familiar English dress. Classical 
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tragedy, on the other hand, chose its themes by prefer- 
ence from the remote legendary or mythological past 
and threw about them an atmosphere of unreality, of 
stately alcofness. The ideal was, in Kyd’s phrase— 


Tragoedia cothurnata, fitting kings, 
Containing matter and not common things. 


Where such differences existed there was little chance 
of a direct influence of the classic model on popular 
practice, and classical tragedy in English remained for 
nearly a generation, from the first translation of Seneca 
in 1559 to The Misfortunes of Arthur in 1587, in aca- 
demic isolation. 

The frst translation of a Senecan play into English 
marks the starting point of classical tragedy in English. 
It was Seneca, not the Greek dramatists, who during 
the Renaissance served as the pattern of classic tragedy 
on the Continent as well as in England. This was due, 
primarily, to the Renaissance mastery of Latin and 
comparative ignorance of Greek, but also to the fact 
that the tone and temper of Seneca, “the most modern 
of the classics and the most romantic of the ancients,” 
were more in accord with the spirit of the Renaissance 
than were those of the Greek dramatists. There is 
something cosmopolitan, universal, one might say, in 
Seneca’s discarding the local color and national tradition 
of his borrowed Greek themes in order to emphasize the 
tragedy of individual characters, and this treatment ap- 
pealed with special force to the Renaissance belief in 
the supreme importance of the individual. 

Certain characteristics of Seneca’s work exerted a 
profound influence upon Elizabethan drama. Most ob- 
vious of these is his partiality for sensational themes; 
all his plays deal with adultery, incest, murder, and re- 
venge. Yet Seneca’s main interest lies not in the sensa- 
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tional action, but in its reaction upon the emotions of 
his characters. They are all self-conscious and intro- 
spective, and Seneca, crude as much of his work seems 
to us, is in fact a psychological dramatist. Moreover the 
technique of Seneca is simple and regular; he divides 
his plays into the standard five acts; avoids epic detail 
in his plot, and concentrates upon the crisis of the action. 
His rather formal method of construction was much 
admired in the Renaissance, and many of his dramatic 
devices: the moralizing chorus, the messenger, the confi- 
dant, the ghost crying for revenge, passed over into 
Elizabethan drama. Finally, Seneca’s diction evoked at 
that time an enthusiastic response which seems almost 
inexplicable to us. We find him verbose, bombastic, sin- 
gularly deficient in true dramatic utterance. The Renais- 
sance, however, loved language for its own sake and 
saw in the elaborate tirades of Seneca the perfect model 
of dramatic eloquence. Sidney could find no higher 
praise of the diction of Gorbodue than to speak of it as 
“climbing to the height of Seneca his style.” 

Seneca’s fashion of moralizing comment, also, com- 
ment couched in terse and epigrammatic Latin, appealed 
especially to an age which held that the first function 
of tragedy was moral and didactic. The sententiae, or 
moral maxims, of Seneca appear again and again in the 
ethical commonplaces and moral “tags”? of Elizabethan 
drama. 

Perhaps the most important contribution of the Sene- 
can school to Elizabethan drama was the adoption of 
blank verse as the medium of dramatic dialogue. This 
metre introduced into English poetry by Surrey in his 
translation of Virgil (published 1557) was employed by 
the authors of Gorboduc (1563) and the success of that 
play brought about a recognition of this metre as a 
standard form for tragedy. Simple, flexible, yet digni- 
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fied, it was recognized at once as far superior to the 
popular rhymed doggerel, approximating in some degree 
at least the stately measures of classical tragedy. 

There is nothing to show any influence of this Senecan 
school upon popular drama until the great dramatic out- 
burst of the 1580’s. The authors of the new tragedy, 
Peele, Greene, Marlowe, and Kyd were classical scholars, 
and it is in their work that we note for the first time a 
fusion of classical and popular strains. 

Even before Shakespeare came to London another 
tendency had begun to show itself in Elizabethan drama. 
This may best be described as the romantic impulse. It 
differs in choice of theme, method of treatment, and 
manner of expression, alike from native tradition and 
from classical convention. It is marked by the roman- 
tic love of the strange and the mysterious. Instead of 
representing on the stage familiar scenes and characters 
of real life, it takes wing to distant lands and times, 
introduces knights, ladies, and emperors of the East, 
shifts the scene from England to Cathay or Arcady, and 
seeks above all to touch and kindle the imagination. It 
has the romantic love of the supernatural; it employs 
the devices of the old romances of chivalry, magicians, 
enchantments, and strange transformations, and it adds 
to these the fairies, witches, and ghosts of popular super- 
stition. The ghost, to be sure, appears in Senecan 
tragedy, but there is a vast difference between the ghost 
of Tantalus in Seneca’s Thyestes and the “perturbed 
spirit’ that stalks across the stage in Hamlet. The first 
is a mere piece of machinery to set the plot in action; 
the second, fulfills the same purpose and is, so far, 
Senecan, but brings with him in addition a chill breath 
from the other world that gives the true romantic 
thrill. 

Along with this desire for the strange and super- 
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natural there begins to appear in the new drama the 
romantic passion for beauty. There is little sense of 
the beautiful in the old popular drama or in the imita- 
tions of Seneca, but the new tendency beginning with 
faltering accents swells gradually into the haunting 
music of Marlowe and of Shakespeare. It is in Marlowe’s 
Tamburlaine, the first English tragedy inspired by this 
new force, that we get the supreme expression of this 
passion. Moved beyond his wont by the sorrow and 
loveliness of his mistress Tamburlaine exclaims: 


What is beauty, saith my sufferings, then? 

If all the pens that ever poets held 

Had fed the feeling of their masters’ thoughts 
And every sweetness that inspir’d their hearts, 
Their minds and muses on admired themes; 

If all the heavenly quintessence they still 

From their immortal flowers of poesy, 

Wherein, as in a mirror, we perceive 

The highest reaches of a human wit; 

If these had made one poem’s period, 

And all combined in beauty’s worthiness, 

Yet should there hover in their restless heads 
One thought, one grace, one wonder, at the least, 
Which into words no virtue can digest. 


A beauty ineffable, beyond all words, was what the 
romantic poet-dramatists were striving to express. 

The development of this new tendency coincides with 
the amazing outburst of poetry that followed the appear- 
ance of Spenser’s Shepheards Calendar in 1579. Before 
that date the popular drama was written for the most 
part in halting rhymed doggerel. After it we catch more 
and more clearly that “full-mouthed utterance of the 
early gods” which distinguishes Elizabethan drama from 
all that went before or followed it in English. The 
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playwrights were quick to learn their art of speech from 
the poets. 

This passion for beauty has all the range and rich- 
ness of the Renaissance; it finds its food in the world 
of nature and in the works of man, but most of all in 
man himself, in his thoughts, his desires, and his emo- 
tions. In comedy it attaches itself particularly to the 
theme of love, a theme absent alike from popular and 
from classical comedy. In the former it is markedly 
avoided; in the latter it is often treated with a certain 
Latin cynicism. It remained for the new romantic 
comedy to treat this theme at once as a source of mirth 
and as a thing of beauty. It is a sign of the growing 
freedom of the Renaissance spirit in Elizabethan Eng- 
land that with the development of the drama the theme 
that had been shunned by the old medieval tradition 
came forward in ever-growing grace and beauty until 
it reached its climax in the romantic comedies of Shake- 
speare. 

Of the first beginnings of romantic tragedy it is im- 
possible to speak precisely because of the scanty ma- 
terial that has survived. In fact it is only by an exten- 
sion of the term “tragedy,” to cover all serious plays, 
that we can speak of romantic tragedy as existing at all 
before the time of Kyd and Marlowe. The first plays 
of this type seem to have been dramatized romances, 
stories of strange adventure on land and sea. Plays 
founded on old tales of chivalry seem to have been par- 
ticularly popular at Court in the 1570s. 

As time went on and the spirit of the Renaissance 
made itself felt in the drama there is a notable enlarge- 
ment of the field. Playwrights began to turn for their 
themes to the tragic stories of the Italian novelle. The 
interest of these tales centres upon individuals and the 
chief interest of the tragedy based on them tends to 
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concentrate upon the struggle of the individual against 
the hostile forces of environment or of fate. The char- 
acteristic note of the new romantic tragedy is its appeal 
to sympathy and pity. The old histories and murder 
plays were satisfied to present an interesting action; the 
classical tragedies to arouse admiration and horror; but 
the new tragedy presents the protagonist in a sympa- 
thetic light and evokes pity for his fate. Shakespearean 
tragedy is essentially one of individual character and 
appeals perhaps more strongly than any other work of 
man to our human sense of pity, and Shakespearean 
tragedy springs directly from the romantic drama of his 
predecessors. 

The fusion of these diverse elements, the traditional 
realistic, the conventional classic, and the new romantic 
into the fully developed Elizabethan drama was the 
work of a group of dramatists often known as the “uni- 
versity playwrights.” Beginning their attack on the 
London stage somewhere in the early 1580’s they car- 
ried it by storm and held the boards for ten years or 
so until the early 1590’s when one by one they dropped 
out. Shakespeare’s debt to them was very great; two 
or three are in a very special sense his models and 
masters. They did not, indeed, constitute a school with 
a formula for the creation of a new type of drama. Each 
of them was an individual genius and contributed some- 
thing of his own to the stage; there is a vast difference 
between the courtly comedies of Lyly and the heroic 
plays of Marlowe. Yet essentially there is a similarity 
between them that goes far to unify their work. They 
were all born poets, makers, inventors; not one of them 
was content to follow the beaten path. They were all 
artists in words consciously engaged in devising for the 
drama a better medium of utterance than it had here- 
tofore possessed. They were all imbued with the spirit 
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of romance, seekers after the strange and lovers of 
beauty. Furthermore they had all enjoyed a sound 
classical education which gave them a command of 
classic sources, an acquaintance with classic models, and 
an admiration for the polished dialogue of comedy and 
the stately speech of tragedy in the classical master- 
pieces. They were, however, loving students rather than 
slavish imitators of the classics; they borrowed freely 
from their models, but their borrowings were for the 
purpose of improving and enriching the popular drama 
rather than for transforming it into an imitation of the 
classic. 

The explanation of their free handling of the revered 
classic models may be found in another common bond 
which unites the members of this group. They were all 
professional playwrights writing for the public stage at 
a time when this career offered a man of letters the quick- 
est and the surest reward. But this reward was only to 
be obtained if their plays were successful upon the stage, 
and of success or failure the London audience was the 
final arbiter. To gain their livelihood these playwrights 
would have been forced even against their will to yield 
in large measure to the demands of the public. Yet it is 
more than doubtful if there was any conscious yielding 
on their part. These men were themselves members of 
the public for which they wrote; they were men about 
town, gay Bohemians, haunters of taverns, not cloistered 
pedants nor refined courtiers. They shared the tastes of 
their public, but they guided, purified, and elevated these 
tastes until at last they trained an audience ready to 
receive and applaud the masterpieces of Shakespeare. 

Of this group the work of four men was so individual, 
their contribution to Elizabethan drama and to the plays 
of Shakespeare so important that they deserve a brief 
consideration. John Lyly (1554?-1606), the first and 
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oldest of them, was the creator of a new type of comedy. 
An Oxford graduate, he became famous in 1579 by his 
prose novel Euphues. The story of this book is a mere 
peg on which to hang a series of discourses on education, 
polite behavior, and courtly love. The brilliant, witty, 
and highly affected style of Euphues made a deep im- 
pression on the society of the day and actually set a 
fashion of speech in courtly circles. Sometime in the 
mid-1580’s Lyly turned to the theatre and began writing 
plays for the Children of Paul’s, plays which were first 
produced in public and later presented at court. 

Lyly’s plays, as their titles, Endimion, Sapho, Midas, 
show, deal with classic themes, but the characters in 
these plays are transformed from figures of the classic 
world into Elizabethan gentlemen and ladies. All the 
plays deal with love, but it is a graceful, courtly, pas- 
sionless love more concerned with apt turn of speech 
than with attainment. Lyly can construct a deft plot; 
one of his later plays Mother Bombie presents an ex- 
tremely complicated intrigue after the fashion of Plautus, 
but his main gift to English comedy was that of 
dialogue. For the rhymed metres of popular drama he 
substituted the brilliant balanced manner of speech that 
Euphues had made popular. He rejected altogether the 
knockabout farce and foul language of the old comedy 
and taught his hearers to delight in clever repartee and 
word-play. It is not too much to say that Lyly is the 
first English dramatist to have some notion of high 
comedy. Since his plays were presented by children he 
introduced as a stock character the impudent page who 
mocked his master and exchanged gay jests with the 
ladies of the play. Lyly’s plays were all the rage in the 
best circles when Shakespeare came to town and though 
Shakespeare never adopted the full-fledged euphuistic 
style—he even ridicules it in the mouth of Falstaff 
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(I K. H. IV. OI, iv, 4, 4491f.)—he learned from Lyly 
the trick of fluent graceful speech, the value of polished 
prose in comedy, and took over, as in Love’s Labour’s 
Lost, some of Lyly’s characteristic figures, as the brag- 
gart soldier and the mocking page. 

The influence of Robert Greene (1558-1592) upon 
later drama was less direct and visible than Lyly’s, but, 
perhaps, more profound. A brilliant and versatile man 
of letters with something of the mocking-bird’s facility 
of imitation, Greene began his career by writing a series 
of love stories in Lyly’s euphuistic prose. He closed it 
with a group of pamphlets revealing the sordid side of 
underworld life in Elizabethan London and another 
confessing the sins of his own wayward career. In the 
meantime he had been a popular and prolific writer for 
the stage. Some of his plays, no doubt, have been lost; 
two of them are imitations of Marlowe’s heroic vein, so 
extravagant in style that one imagines Greene compos- 
ing them with his tongue in his cheek. His real contribu- 
tion to English comedy rests upon two plays, Friar 
Bacon and Friar Bungay (ca. 1589) and James IV 
(ca. 1591). The first of these tells the story of a 
famous English magician, Friar Bacon. The novel ele- 
ment, however, and the lasting appeal of the play is 
not in the doings of the wizard but in the love-story 
of Margaret, the fair Maid of Fressingfield, beloved 
by the Prince of Wales, herself in love with Lacy the 
Prince’s friend. When Lacy courts her for the Prince 
she woos and wins him for herself, is apparently re- 
jected by him later, and is finally re-united to him on 
the threshold of a convent in one of the most delightful 
scenes of Elizabethan comedy. Back and forth through 
the scenes of magic and love-story wander two charac- 
ters dear to the audience of the day, Ralph the Court 
Fool, and Miles, Friar Bacon’s blundering servant, a 
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development of the mischief-making Vice, who is finally 
carried off to hell upon a devil’s back. 

James Il’, perhaps Greene’s last, and in many ways 
his best play, was published in 1594 after his death 
under the title of The Scottish History of James IV 
Slain at Flodden, probably to exploit the contemporary 
popularity of the chronicle play. It has, however, no 
basis in history, but is a clever dramatization of an 
Italian story of romantic love. Greene shifts the scene 
to Scotland, shows us a Scottish king turning from 
Dorothea, his chaste and loving wife, to pursue Ida, a 
fair lady of the court. The queen escapes the murderer 
who has been hired to despatch her, assumes male dis- 
guise, and finally reconciles her penitent husband to her 
angry father, the king of England. 

Greene’s contribution to the new comedy is three-fold. 
He knew better than any of his predecessors how to tell 
an interesting story in dramatic form; his friend, Nashe, 
called him a “master of his craft” in plotting plays. 
And he set these stories in a homely realistic British 
background while at the same time breathing into them 
the spirit of romance, a fusion which was to be eminently 
characteristic of later Elizabethan comedy. Finally, 
Greene was the first of English playwrights to deal 
with the theme of romantic love and to centre it about 
the figures of real, charming, and lovely women. There 
are no characters in English drama before Greene that 
can compare with his Margaret, Ida, and Dorothea; 
It would be absurd to say that Greene taught Shake- 
speare how to. create such characters as Portia, Rosa- 
lind, and Imogen, but it is perhaps reasonable to sup- 
pose that the success of Greene’s plays suggested to 
Shakespeare the possibility of bringing lovely and be- 
loved women upon the stage whether in their own 
dress, or like Dorothea and his own Rosalind and Viola 


THE NEW DRAMA 117 


in doublet and hose. Greene hated the upstart Shake- 
speare but the young Shakespeare was not too proud 
to learn all that he could even from an enemy. 

As Lyly and Greene were Shakespeare’s forerunners 
in comedy Kyd and Marlowe open the road for him in 
tragedy. Of Kyd (1558-1594), the elder of the two, 
little is known, though much is conjectured. Only one 
play can be certainly ascribed to him, but that play, 
The Spanish Tragedy (ca. 1584), was the most popular 
and influential tragedy upon the public stage before 
Shakespeare came to London, and was revived and re- 
vised over and over again during his lifetime. Its suc- 
cess was due to the fact that it represented the fusion 
of Senecan and popular elements in a play aimed at the 
London public. It is the story of a father’s revenge for 
his murdered son, a revenge long delayed, in which the 
father hovers on the brink of madness, and finally 
accomplished in spite of obstacles and counter-intrigues 
in a general massacre that heaps the stage with corpses. 
We have here the Senecan ghost, the Senecan sensa- 
tionalism, the stately though rather stiff and frigid 
Senecan blank verse. On the other hand Kyd knew his 
public too well to keep the action off the stage in Sene- 
can fashion. There is no such thrilling scene in pre- 
Shakespearean drama as that in which the old father 
called from his bed at night discovers the body of his 
murdered son hanging in the arbor where only an hour 
before the youth had been courting his princely mistress. 
Kyd was no great master of characterization; the people 
in his plays resemble somewhat the figures of archaic 
sculpture; but he tried not altogether without success 
to make them real and lifelike. The intriguing villain, 
Lorenzo, in this play is the first of a long line of Machia- 
vellian plotters which culminates in Shakespeare’s Iago. 

In addition to The Spanish Tragedy Kyd wrote, we 
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have good reason, though no definite proof, to believe, 
the lost play of Hamlet on which Shakespeare's master- 
piece is founded. If he also wrote, as some critics hold, 
Arden of Feversham he broke fresh ground in the real- 
istic domestic tragedy as well as in the drama of intrigue 
and revenge. Briefly Kyd’s contribution to English 
tragedy can be summed up in a few words. He gave 
it a dignity and power unknown before by infusing it 
with Senecan elements; he was the first of English tragic 
writers to have some mastery of plotting and intrigue; 
and his keen sense of the value of a dramatic situation 
was something new in English literature and was caught 
up, exploited and brought to perfection by Shakespeare 
himself in his recast of the lost Hamlet. 

Christopher Marlowe (1564-1593) the youngest, was 
also the greatest of these predecessors of Shakespeare, 
greatest in his influence on the evolving drama, and 
greatest in his transforming power of poetry. A Cam- 
bridge scholar he left the university in 1584 appar- 
ently to. undertake some secret service work for the 
Government. He received his M. A. degree at Cam- 
bridge in 1587 and in the same year produced his epoch- 
making play of Tamburlaine upon the London stage 
with the great actor Alleyn in the title-réle. The next 
six years of his short life were crowded with dramatic 
and poetic composition. He wrote five plays that we know 
of (Tamburlaine, Dr. Faustus, The Jew of Malta, 
Edward IT, and The Massacre at Paris), possibly took 
part in several others, translated parts of Ovid and 
Lucan into English verse, and left unfinished the lovely 
erotic poem, Hero and Leander. He seems to have been 
closely associated with the group of poets and scholars 
that gathered round Sir Walter Raleigh where he must 
have read parts of The Faerie Queene in manuscript and 
caught something of the music of Spenser’s poetry. He 
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shared too in the popular suspicion of Raleigh’s uncon- 
ventional circle, and was accused, justly or not, of blas- 
phemy and atheism. He was in fact under bond to an- 
swer such charges before the Privy Council when he was 
killed in a tavern brawl. The story that he was killed 
in a fight over a low woman is a slander invented by 
Puritan enemies of poetry and drama; there seems rea- 
son to suspect that he was put out of the way by a gang 
of rascals who feared him. 

Marlowe’s contribution to Elizabethan tragedy may 
be summed up in three words: Passion, Power, and 
Poetry. Himself a reckless passionate nature he trans- 
formed the cold and stiff tragedy of the Senecan school 
into a fiery presentation of human passion, the passion 
for power, for knowledge, and for wealth. Furthermore 
he embodied these passions in superhuman figures, the 
Scythian Shepherd “‘scourging kingdoms with his con- 
quering sword,” Dr. Faustus selling his soul to hell to 
obtain a knowledge that shall make him master of the 
world, Barabas the Jew gloating over the gold and 
jewels that give him 


Infinite riches in a little room. 


With a single exception the plays of Marlowe are one- 
star plays and this concentration of interest in the single 
figure of a great protagonist was one of the secrets of 
his art which he handed down to the young Shakespeare. 
The single exception to this rule is his historical play 
Edward II and here too Marlowe was an innovator of 
genius. Instead of simply reciting in dramatic form the 
events of a king’s reign in chronological order, he so 
selected, arranged, and altered the facts of history as 
to transform the chronicle play into a tragedy, fore- 
shadowing such Shakespearean plays as King John, 
Richard IIT, and Richard II. His greatest gift, how- 
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ever, to the drama was his transformation of the stiff 
monotonous blank verse written by Kyd and his prede- 
cessors into the most perfect vehicle for dramatic utter- 
ance that English literature has known. It is not too 
much to say that Marlowe is the first great English poet 
to write drama and the effect of his dramatic poetry 
upon his contemporaries and successors was overpower- 
ing. It is interesting to recall the fact that the young 
Shakespeare must have heard the music of Marlowe’s 
mighty line for the first time after he came to London, 
that he was fascinated by it and set himself, as we see 
in his early plays, to imitate it and then to study its 
powers and possibilities until he came to write such 
poetry as Marlowe himself never dreamed of. We do 
not know whether Shakespeare ever met Marlowe face 
to face; we do know that he admired and followed him 
and that of all his contemporaries it is Marlowe alone 
whom Shakespeare honors by allusion and quotation. 
When Phoebe in As You Like It says 


Dead shepherd, now J find thy saw of might, 
Whoever loved that loved not at first sight 


the dead shepherd is no other than Christopher Marlowe 
and the “saw” a quotation from Hero and Leander. 
Marlowe was cut off in his prime. What he might 
have accomplished had he lived out his life like Shake- 
speare no one can say. Certain limitations of his genius 
are apparent; he had little sense of humor, none of 
Shakespeare’s interest in the whimsicalities of common 
folk. We cannot imagine him ever creating such a char- 
acter as Dogberry or writing the grave-diggers’ scene in 
Hamlet. He had nothing of Shakespeare’s sincere pa- 
triotism; a Renaissance individualist, his desire of the 
impossible leaped over the bounds of country. Finally 
he lacked Shakespeare’s profound sense of the moral 
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order of the universe and of man’s life in this universe 
of law. Marlowe is a rebel against order and convention; 
his sympathy goes out to rebels against and tramplers 
upon the established order, to such a conqueror as Tam- 
burlaine, to such a defier of God’s law as Faustus, even 
to the desperate revengeful Jew. Marlowe would never 
have become a Shakespeare, but it is not too much to say 
that his influence upon the young Shakespeare was 
greater than that of any other poet or playwright and 
that without Marlowe there would never have been the 
William Shakespeare whom we know, 


CHAPTER X 
SHAKESPEARE’S DEVELOPMENT 


Parr I 


It is plain from what has been said that Shakespeare 
knew little or nothing of the new drama before he came 
to London. Nor is there any reason to suppose that he 
sprang into sudden prominence as a dramatist. Marlowe 
did so with his first play, but Marlowe was a more pre- 
cocious genius than Shakespeare and at his death left 
a body of work far superior to anything that his con- 
temporary Shakespeare had yet achieved. There is good 
reason to believe that Shakespeare slowly formed him- 
self as a playwright gaining experience as an actor and 
in the hard school of experience. It is possible in fact 
to trace his development from somewhat hesitant be- 
ginnings to supreme mastery of his art; but to do this we 
must have a fairly definite knowledge of the chrono- 
logical order of his plays. 

This knowledge has been made possible by the un- 
tiring labor of Shakespearean scholars for a century or 
more. Nothing can be gained from the arrangement of 
his plays in the first Folio. The editors of that work 
grouped the plays in classes: Comedies, Histories, and 
Tragedies. They opened the volume with The Tempest, 
Shakespeare’s latest play and one which had never yet 
been printed, probably in order to stimulate a possible 
purchaser. They arranged the Histories in the order of 
their historic time, beginning with King John and end- 


SHAKESPEARE’S DEVELOPMENT 123 


ing with Henry VIII. They inserted Troilus and Cres- 
sida between the Histories and the Tragedies, uncertain 
perhaps to which class it belonged; we group it today 
with the so-called “bitter comedies.” There seems to 
be no reason at all for the Folio’s order of the Trage- 
dies which begins with the late Coriolanus, follows it 
with Titus Andronicus, certainly very early work, and 
ends with Cymbeline which we would not call a tragedy. 

Scholarly research, however, has given us three kinds 
of evidence which help to fix with some degree of pre- 
cision the date of composition of Shakespeare’s plays 
and so to arrange them in approximately chronological 
order. Approximately only, for while we can be sure 
that The Tempest is a late play and the Comedy of 
Errors an early one, it is by no means certain that such a 
table as that printed on pp. 249 ff. is accurate as regards 
either the year or the position of any particular play. 
These three kinds of evidence are known as the exter- 
nal, the internal-external, and the internal. The first of 
these is the most important and the most satisfactory. 
It consists of references to Shakespeare’s plays by his 
contemporaries, dates of performances at Court, and the 
entry of a play in the Stationers’ Register for subse- 
quent publication. Thus Francis Meres in his Palladis 
Tamia, entered for publication on September 7, 1598, 
speaks of Shakespeare with highest praise and lists a 
dozen of his dramas as examples of his work. It is of 
course apparent that all the plays he names had been 
produced on the stage, few of them had been published, 
when Meres wrote. Conversely, since he seems to have 
been well acquainted with the stage of his day it is at 
least probable that with one exception Shakespeare had 
not written any other plays than those of this list 
before the summer of 1598. The exception is the historic 
trilogy of Henry VI, already discussed (p. 46). An- 
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other piece of evidence of this kind is found in the men- 
tion by a member of the Middle Temple of a perform- 
ance of “a play called Twelve Night” at a feast in that 
Inn of Court on February 2, 1602. The Stationers’ Reg- 
ister lists sixteen plays by Shakespeare entered for pub- 
lication in his lifetime beginning with Titus Andronicus 
in 1594 and ending with Pericles in 1608. This evidence, 
however, which only establishes a date before which a 
play was written does not cover all the dramas; there 
is no external evidence at all for The Taming of the 
Shrew, All’s Well, Coriolanus, and Timon of Athens; 
and for a number of other plays it is quite uncertain. 
For these, then, we must depend on evidence of another 
sort. 

Internal-external evidence is furnished by allusions 
in the plays themselves to events which can be his- 
torically dated. The most striking of these is the allu- 
sion in one of the choruses of Henry V to the campaign 
of Essex in Ireland and to the confident expectation 
of his return in triumph. Now Essex set out on this 
campaign in March, 1599, and returned in anything but 
triumph (see p. 49) in September. It is plain, there- 
fore, that the chorus, and presumably the play of which 
it is a part must have been written in the summer of 
1599. Few pieces of evidence of this sort, however, are 
so definite as this. There seems to be an allusion in 
Midsummer Night’s Dream to the rainy summer of 
1594; in King Lear to the eclipses of sun and moon in 
1605; in Macbeth to the “‘equivocation” charged against 
a Jesuit connected with the Gunpowder Plot. The epi- 
logue to 2 King Henry IV promises another play to 
follow which can be identified with Henry V. Here 
belong also the known dates of sources such as North’s 
Plutarch, from which Shakespeare drew his material. 
All these, however, fix only an initial date and show 
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that the play in which they occur was written after the 
event alluded to; how long after they do not show, al- 
though it seems safe to assume that it would not be long 
after since allusions of this sort to be understood by the 
audience would naturally be to recent events. On the 
whole there is not a large body of such evidence; Shake- 
speare does not seem to have been in the habit of in- 
dulging in topical allusions, 

Internal evidence is that derived from the plays 
themselves, from their subjects, method of treatment, 
weakness or mastery of dramatic technique, and in par- 
ticular from the style, the use of language, the employ- 
ment of prose, the amount of rhyme, and more especially 
the development in the way of free expression of the 
prevailing blank verse. This so-called metrical evidence 
will be discussed later (p. 240); it is sufficient to say 
here that by combining this internal with the other types 
of evidence we can at least arrange Shakespeare’s plays 
in periods. It is plain, for example, that the histories, 
except Henry VIII, follow one another through what 
we call the first and second periods of Shakespeare’s 
career and come to a close with Henry V; that the 
“joyous comedies” belong together about the turn of the 
century, 1599-1600, and that a long succession of trage- 
dies stretches from Julius Cæsar in 1599 to Coriolanus, 
ca. 1608. Within these periods, however, and inter- 
rupting the succession of such groups we find plays of 
quite another type; the grim tragedy of Titus Androni- 
cus (1593-94) falls within the period of the early come- 
dies, and the “‘bitter comedy? Measure for Measure 
(ca. 1604) interrupts the succession of the tragedies. 
We must not think of these “periods” of Shakespeare’s 
work as water-tight compartments sharply cut off from 
one another in which he confined himself to writing only 
plays of a certain type. They are more like the seasons 
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of the year which melt almost imperceptibly into one 
another, where in spring we may get a day that recalis 
winter weather and another that foretells the approach 
of summer. Yet by a study of these periods and of the 
plays now by general assent assigned to them it is 
possible to get a fairly accurate view of Shakespeare’s 
development as a dramatist. 

It is usual to divide Shakespeare’s work into four 
periods: the first of apprenticeship ending about 1594, 
the second of mastery of comedy and history, 1594-1600, 
the third that of the tragedies and of the “bitter come- 
dies,’ 1599-1608, and the last, that of the “romances” 
or tragi-comedies, 1608-1613. It is unsafe to ascribe the 
changes in theme as some critics have done to changes 
in Shakespeare’s outlook on life; various causes may 
have influenced him to shift, for example, from history 
in Henry V to tragedy in Julius Cesar, or from tragedy 
in Coriolanus to. tragi-comedy in Cymbeline. Yet it is 
by no means impossible as we follow the development 
of Shakespeare’s art to see also a broadening, deepen- 
ing, and finally a ripening of his conception of human 
life and his judgment of men’s acts and motives. 

It is often said that Shakespeare’s earliest work was 
confined to patching up and revising plays by other 
dramatists. There is little evidence for this and it 
seems rather unlikely that an apprentice in the art 
should be asked to revise plays that had already won 
success upon the stage. We can be certain, however, that 
the trilogy of Henry VI belongs to this early period. 
The first part was staged by Lord Strange’s Men in the 
spring of 1592. It was immensely successful, particu- 
larly because of the scenes which showed the English 
hero Talbot fighting and dying heroically in the wars 
in France. Some of these scenes were undoubtedly writ- 
ten by Shakespeare either in collaboration with other 
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authors—Peele and Greene are suggested—or to replace 
older work. The finest scene of the play, which repre- 
sent the origin of the Red and the White Rose quarrel, 
is also his, but seems to have been written later, perhaps 
about 1598 when the play was revised to bring it into 
organic connection with the later parts and with 
Henry V. This play was printed for the first time in the 
Folio, 1623. 

The second and third parts of Henry VI were orig- 
inally a two-part play dealing with the Wars of the 
Roses. They were on the stage in 1592 as is shown by 
Greene’s parody of a line occurring in the third part in 
his attack of Shakespeare already mentioned. They were 
published under the titles of the First Part of the Con- 
tention (1594) and the True Tragedy of Richard Duke 
of York (1595) in an abbreviated and corrupt form on 
the break-up of the company, Pembroke’s, by which they 
were first performed. There seems some reason to 
believe that they were the work of Marlowe, perhaps 
with the assistance of Peele, that they came into the 
hands of Shakespeare’s company, and that their present 
form, as it appears in the Folio, represents Shake- 
speare’s revision of the lost original. Another theory 
holds that these two parts are early and original work 
by Shakespeare alone. If so, he was clearly working 
under the influence of Marlowe. The inclusion of all 
three parts in the Folio shows that they were considered 
by the editors as in their final form the work of 
Shakespeare. The omission of any mention of them by 
Meres in his well-known list may be due to the fact 
that they were withdrawn from the stage during his 
residence in London in the mid-1590’s. 

Another play of this early period, Titus Andronicus, 
has been the subject of much debate. It is a Senecan 
tragedy of closely woven intrigue in the manner of Kyd 


and apparently very popular on the Elizabethan stage. 
That in its present form it represents the work or at 
least the revision of Shakespeare is as certain as any- 
thing can be. It is not only included in the Folio, but is 
mentioned by Meres in 1598. Its early history, however, 
is most obscure. A play on the subject of Titus and 
the Goths was on the stage as early as 1592 as is shown 
by an allusion in A Knack to Know a Knave, a play of 
that year. In the winter of 1594 Sussex’s Men produced 
a play called by the illiterate Henslowe Titus & On- 
dronicus. He marked it ne which is supposed to mean 
either a new play or, as in this case, a revision. When 
the theatres were again closed by the plague, Henslowe 
sold the play to a printer who brought out a copy of it 
in this year, 1594. Of this edition, the first of Shake- 
speare’s plays to be printed, only one copy, that in the 
Folger Library at Washington, still survives. It does 
not bear his name on the title-page. Later the play 
passed into the hands of Shakespeare’s company and 
was played by them on various occasions. 

Perhaps the simplest explanation of these facts is to 
assume that an unknown writer, possibly Peele, traces of 
whose hand abound in Titus, was the original author, 
that Henslowe secured the acting rights and in the 
plague season of 1593-94 called on the young dramatist 
Shakespeare, who had recently achieved great success 
by his poem Venus and Adonis (1593) to touch up the 
play so that it could be produced with a flourish of 
trumpets as ne. It is certain that Shakespeare was in 
London in 1593-94 busy on his Lucrece. He was prob- 
ably glad to earn an honest penny in a time of deep 
depression for actors and playwrights by doing an odd 
job of this sort. Traces of Shakespeare’s revising hand 
are fairly evident in the play *; but he apparently left 

* See my article in Modern Language Review, 1915. 


the original framework untouched. Such an explanation 
agrees with a tradition dating from 1687 that Shake- 
speare “only gave some master touches to one or two 
of the principal parts” and it relieves Shakespeare of 
the responsibility of the crude horrors with which this 
play abounds. 

It is sometimes asserted that Romeo and Juliet must 
have been written as early as 1591 because of an allu- 
sion in that play to an earthquake which occurred eleven 
years before, 1580. If so, it attracted little attention at 
the time and must have been thoroughly reworked some 
years later. It may best be considered with the plays 
of Shakespeare’s second period. 

It was in the field of comedy that the young Shake- 
speare learned the technique of his craft, and a trio of 
comedies of this early period, The Comedy of Errors, 
Two Gentlemen of Verona, and Love’s Labour’s Lost, 
show him at work experimenting in different types of 
comedy and practicing construction, characterization, 
and dramatic expression. Of these three the Errors 
probably comes first. In fact there is some reason to 
believe it Shakespeare’s first unaided and original play. 
The interesting suggestion has been made that he may 
have drafted it while still a country school-master, but 
if so he revised it later from beginning to end, for the 
play is written in Marlovian blank verse which Shake- 
speare would not have been able to imitate before he 
came to London. Traces of the old-fashioned doggerel 
still remain in the dialogue and we are probably not far 
wrong in dating it ca. 1590. We first hear of a per- 
formance during the Christmas Revels at Gray’s Inn in 
1594, but it was certainly on the boards long before that 
time; in fact it was probably selected as a play for the 
Revels because of its fame as a fun-maker. 

The Errors is a good example of a common Eliza- 
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bethan practice, the adaptation of classical comedy to 
the contemporary stage. It is founded upon the 
Menaechmi of Plautus, an amusing comedy dealing with 
the adventures and mishaps of two indistinguishable 
twin brothers. In the Plautine play there is only one 
pair of twins; in Shakespeare’s there are two, twin serv- 
ants as well as twin masters, which, of course, makes 
the comic confusion more confounded. For this dupli- 
eation Shakespeare probably drew on another Plautine 
play the Amphitryon. 

These classical comedies gave Shakespeare what he 
needed most at this time, a well-knit plot, ingeniously 
developed, and neatly solved: the final rally of all the 
characters and the solution of the mistaken identities in 
the last scene is a little masterpiece of construction. 
Yet Shakespeare in this play did much more than imi- 
tate or even adapt a classical comedy. The atmosphere 
of the play, the citizens’ houses, the old inns, the mer- 
chants doing business on the streets, all is genuinely and 
realistically Elizabethan England. Moreover Shake- 
speare sets this scene against a romantic background 
drawn tiem the well-known story of Apollonius of Tyre, 
a tale of the separation of a family by shipwreck, of a 
father’s wanderings in search of a lost wife and child, 
and of the final happy reunion of the family. To this 
he adds the shadow of tragedy, so often found in his 
later comedies, by presenting the father, Egeon, in the 
first scene under sentence of death, saved at the very 
end by his recognition as the father of the twins. Finally 
Shakespeare adds the “love-interest’”? demanded in a 
popular play by providing the shrewish wife of one twin 
with an amiable sister with whom the other twin 
promptly falls in love. 

We look in vain in the Comedy of Errors for the 
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characterization and the poetry in which Shakespeare 
was later to excell. It is essentially an ingenious piece 
of dramatic construction, far more complex and amus- 
ing than its source and lifted above the realm of farce 
by added touches of love-making and romance.* 

The Two Gentlemen of Verona is a somewhat less 
successful attempt at a form in which Shakespeare was 
later to become pre-eminent, romantic comedy dealing 
primarily with the theme of love. The rather slight 
story of two lovers, one constant, the other fickle, of a 
lady disguised as a page following her faithless lover, 
of love’s crosses and misadventures, crowned at last 
with a happy ending is somewhat artificial for modern 
taste, but very much in the fashion of Elizabethan 
courtly love. Especially shocking to our ideas is the 
scene where the true lover Valentine actually hands over 
to his faithless but now repentant friend his own beloved 
Sylvia upon whom that friend has just laid violent 
hands. Yet this very action is part of the Renaissance 
creed which rated friendship between man and man far 
above love between man and woman. Shakespeare him- 
self was once a believer in this creed, traces of which 
appear again and again in his sonnets—see especially 
numbers forty and forty-two. He never again allowed 
himself to end a pley in such an unsatisfactory and 
hurried fashion as he did here, and this huddling up of 
the conclusion is one of the signs of his immaturity. 
When he had Plautus to guide him he could manage a 
capital denouement; working on his own he was less 
successful. Yet there are certain features in which this 
play shows an advance upon the Comedy of Errors. It 


1 For a fuller account and appreciation of this play see the 
introduction to the Comedy of Hrrors in volume four of this 
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pays more attention to characterization; the lovers are 
well discriminated, Julia, the forsaken lady, anticipates 
some of the most charming of Shakespeare’s later hero- 
ines, and the two comic servants, especially Launce with 
his dog, are capital bits of realistic comedy. The special 
charm of the play, however, is its poetry. Here in a 
tale of love the young poet-playwright lets himself go 
to his heart’s content and fills his scenes with passages 
of lyric beauty. One of the first and loveliest of Shake- 
speare’s songs “Who is Sylvia?” appears here as a sere- 
nade. All in all while the Two Gentlemen of Verona is 
a poorer stage play than the Comedy of Errors it is a 
play of more promise and points more directly to later 
triumphs in romantic comedy. 

In Love’s Labour’s Lost Shakespeare attempted this 
time with brilliant success a new type of comedy, one of 
personal and social satire. The play has come down to 
us in a revision prepared for presentation at court in 
the Christmas season of 1597. Signs of this revision 
are apparent in the text, particularly in Biron’s long 
speech, IV, iii, 289-365 and it is probable that much 
of the play was carefully rewritten. At any rate it 
shows a marked advance, if not in construction at least 
in its outlook on life, over the Two Gentlemen. In that 
play Shakespeare accepted the conventions of courtly 
love and friendship without question; in this he ridicules 
the social follies of the day. More especially he laughs 
at the Elizabethan extravagance of language, at the 
Renaissance parade of learning, and even at the fash- 
ions of courtly love. There is some reason to believe that 
it was written for a private performance in the plague 
year of 1593 and that some of the comic characters, 
Armado, Holofernes, Moth, are caricatures of well- 
known people of that day. This personal satire is lost 
to us; what is not lost is Shakespeare’s fine strong com- 
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mon sense. This is embcdied in the chief character Biron, 
the first and one of the best of Shakespeare’s witty 
gentlemen, into whom, no doubt, Shakespeare has put a 
great deal of himself. It is Biron who recognizes the 
folly of the vow taken by the king and his comrades to 
live a life of seclusion devoted to study and to abjure 
the society of women. It is he who exposes the perjury 
of his fellows when they yield to the charms of the 
princess and her ladies and, when his own passion for 
one of them is revealed, he defends in a burst of elo- 
quence love as the source and fountain of poetry, beauty, 
and true wisdom. The moral of the whole action is 
plain enough: men cannot live without women and if 
they wish to win their loves they must woo them with 
simple sincerity. The play is a courtly comedy some- 
thing in the style of Lyly as is shown by the artificial 
grouping of the characters, the king and his three lords 
balanced against the princess and her three ladies. There 
is little of Lyly’s characteristic euphuism, but there is 
all of Lyly’s delight in word-play, puns, conceits, and 
far-fetched images. It is written for the most part in 
rhyme, sometimes in artful rhyme-schemes such as alter- 
nates and sonnets. Yet around all this courtly extrava- 
gance of speech Shakespeare has thrown an atmosphere 
of rural England. The scene, supposedly in Navarre, is 
really somewhere in the English country side. The 
country parson, school-master, and clown are figures 
such as Shakespeare knew at home and the fanciful and 
artificial play ends with a lovely song of spring and 
winter redolent of the breath of Shakespeare’s England. 
All in all when allowances are made for topical allu- 
sions lost to us today and for confusions caused by 
the revision Love’s Labour’s Lost remains the most 
original and the most delightful of Shakespeare’s early 
comedies. 
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There is nothing to show that any one of Shake- 
speare’s plays except those already discussed was writ- 
ten before 1594. The great plague of 1593-94 closed 
the theatres for many months in those years and Shake- 
speare spent a good part of his time in the composition 
of two long poems, Venus and Adonis and Lucrece (see 
below, p. 184 ff). He may also have been at work on one 
or more plays in view of the reopening of the theatres. 
Certainly with this reopening in the summer of 1594 
he resumes his work as a playwright and for the next 
six years is extremely busy turning out play after play 
in quick succession. 

This second period is the time of his great histories 
and most brilliant comedies, but these come toward the 
end of the period. It opens with a group of plays that 
link it with his earlier work. Of these we may first 
discuss the early histories. 

It is perhaps well to begin with King John (ca. 1596), 
in some ways the least interesting, as it is the least orig- 
inal of Shakespeare's histories. It is a rewriting of an old 
chronicle play, The Troublesome Reign of King John, 
published in two parts in 1591, but certainly written 
some years earlier, possibly by Peele. Shakespeare’s 
skill as a playwright is shown by the manner in which 
he condensed the two parts into one, selecting, omitting, 
and enlarging as he sees fit; his independence appears 
by the fact that while he keeps in the main the scenario. 
of his source he disdains to take over any of the 
dialogue. 

Like the other chronicle plays of the day King John 
appeals to the enthusiastic patriotism of the Elizabethan 
audience. Following old tradition Shakespeare repre- 
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sents John as a valiant defender of England against 
France and more especially against the arrogant claims 
of the Pope, a “sure-fire” hit in Elizabethan days. 
Yet Shakespeare knew history too well to make King 
John a hero. As a matter of fact he appears in this play 
as the villainous murderer, in intent if not in fact, of 
his little nephew. The true hero of the play is Falcon- 
bridge, the bastard son of Richard Cœur de Lion, who 
avenges his father’s death, leads the royal army against 
foreign invaders and domestic rebels, and rallies the 
nobles of England around John’s innocent successor with 
the proud words: 


Now these her princes are come home again, 

Come the three corners of the world in arms, 

And we shall shock them. Nought shall make us rue, 
If England to itself do rest but true. 


There are two interesting omissions in this play; there 
is no mention of the great event of John’s reign the 
granting of the Magna Carta; it would not have been 
prudent, perhaps not even safe, for Shakespeare to. show 
a body of rebellious nobles wresting by force a charter 
from their king. The second is the excision of an amus- 
ing but scandalous scene in his source attacking the 
morals of nuns and friars; Shakespeare never stoops to 
win a laugh by abusing his mother’s church. 

The play is written in rather formal Marlovian blank 
verse; there is no prose, and little rhyme. Shakespeare 
is following in the footsteps of Marlowe in his treat- 
ment of English history in tragic fashion. 

This is even more apparent in the next of the chron- 
icle plays, Richard III, probably staged soon after the 
opening of the theatres in 1594 and possibly written a 
little earlier. It picks up the thread of English history 
where Marlowe, if it was he who wrote the Henry VI 
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plays JZ and III in their first form, had dropped it, and 
carries the story on to the end of the Wars of the Roses. 
More than this it centers all the action in Marlowe's own 
manner about a single figure, Richard Crookback. This 
character had been sketched by Marlowe in 3 King 
Henry VI, but Shakespeare develops, refines, and varies 
the hero-villain until while still recognizable as one of 
Marlowe’s supermen of the Renaissance, Shakespeare's 
Richard is more real, more human, and more effective on 
the stage than any character in Marlowe’s plays. Here 
certainly the disciple has surpassed his master. Six edi- 
tions of this play were published before 1623. We could 
ask for no better evidence of its contemporary popu- 
larity and we know that the part of Richard was one of 
Burbage’s most successful réles. From Shakespeare’s 
day until the present the play has held the stage, largely 
because of the magnificent opportunity it offers for a 
star in the part of Richard. It must be confessed, how- 
ever, that the acting version has as a rule been Colley 
Cibber’s revision, (1700), rather than Shakespeare’s 
own play. 

Like King John, Richard III is written in Marlovian 
blank verse; there is no better example of Shakespeare’s 
adaptation of Marlowe’s style than the opening soliloquy 
of the play. The verse is rhetorical and declamatory 
rather than lyrical, and the long tirades and choral 
lamentations are reminiscent of Senecan influence. On 
the whole it is a play for the stage rather than for the 
lover of Shakespeare’s poetry. 

There is one feature of this play, however, that marks 
it as characteristically Shakespeare’s and represents a 
distinct advance over Marlowe’s and his own earlier 
work. This is his interpretation in dramatic form of 
history. To Shakespeare the internecine Wars of the 
Roses was a period to be looked back upon with horror. 
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He represents this period as culminating in the “‘caco- 
demon,” Richard, who after trampling on the Red Rose 
turns in his mad pursuit of power against his own 
family. Richard rises by slaughter to the throne, only 
to become a prey to the stings of conscience, to be out- 
witted and betrayed by his subjects, and finally slain in 
battle by the founder of the House of Tudor who unites 
the Roses and brings peace to England. The concep- 
tion of the Nemesis that pursues the hero-villain, the 
hatred of civil strife, and the sincere belief in the great- 
ness and unity of England under the Tudors, all this is 
Shakespeare’s contribution to the tragic story of 
Richard’s rise and fall. 

By common consent Richard II is dated in or near 
1595. It is certainly later than Richard III and shows 
Shakespeare diverging still further from the school of 
Marlowe. There is to be sure a certain resemblance 
between it and Marlowe’s Edward II. Both plays deal 
with the tragical fall of a weak but lovable king; but 
while Marlowe tells the story of the whole reign, Shake- 
speare concentrates on the last years, the crisis and col- 
lapse of Richard. Compared with Marlowe’s simple and 
straightforward presentation of his protagonist, Shake- 
speare’s portrayal of Richard shows a more penetrating 
and subtler psychology. Edward is overthrown by an 
outside power, the rebellious barons; Richard is a vic- 
tim of his own character, his self-indulgence, his rash- 
ness, his blindness to the realities of life, and Shake- 
speare brings out at once the weakness and the charm 
of Richard by contrasting him with the hard realist, 
Bolingbroke. It is hardly too much to say that this play 
foreshadows, however faultily, the later and greater 
tragedies of Shakespeare. 

In the matter of style, too, Richard II shows a sense 
of conscious freedom in the young dramatist. Shake- 
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speare abandons the rhetorical blank verse of Marlowe 
for a more fluent metre. There is a greater proportion 
of rhyme in this play than in any of the earlier histories 
and even the blank verse often has a lyric lilt. Shake- 
speare indulges in this play, too often for one’s taste, 
in puns, in word-play and conceits. In short, one feels 
in reading Richard II that the poet has graduated from 
the school of Marlowe and is now his own master. It 
is not as good an acting play as Richard III but it is 
more Shakespearean.” 

The one tragedy of this period, Romeo and Juliet, 
may be dated fairly definitely in its present form in 
1596. An unauthorized edition, Q1, appeared in 1597; 
an authoritative edition, Q2, “corrected and augmented” 
two years later. Like Richard II with which it has many 
points of resemblance Romeo and Juliet shows Shake- 
speare striking out for himself, this time in the field of 
tragedy. He turns his back on Seneca and the Senecan 
convention of horrors, and writes the first tragedy in 
English literature to deal with the theme of romantic 
love. Romeo and Juliet is the work of a poet-playwright 
who has found a plot into which he can throw all his 
power and his passion. At times indeed it seems as if 
the passion of the poet got the better of the playwright’s 
power as when Shakespeare stops the action to let 
Mercutio recite the well-known verses on Queen Mab. 
Yet one has only to compare Shakespeare’s play with 
its source, a Jong narrative poem by Arthur Brooke 
(1562) to see how skillfully he adapted the story to the 
stage. In characterization, too, Romeo and Juliet shows 
an advance over Shakespeare’s earlier work; Romeo is 
at first a sentimentalist like Richard II, but he is 
ennobled by his love and rises above himself as Richard 


* For a fuller account and appreciation of Richard II see 
the introduction to the play in the third volume of this series. 
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never does. Juliet is the first and in some ways the most 
appealing of Shakespeare’s tragic heroines; the nurse is 
his first complete triumph in the realistic presentation 
of a comic character. Yet the real charm of the play 
lies neither in its construction nor in its characteriza- 
tion but in its poetry. The theme of young love, pure, 
passionate, and ill-fated, is given, dramatic form with a 
lyric beauty that is unmatched elsewhere in English 
literature. Romeo and Juliet lacks the depth, the power, 
the tragic intensity, of the great plays of the third 
period, and it may well be that Shakespeare, no doubt 
his own severest critic, felt he was not yet ready to 
deal competently with great tragic themes. At any rate 
in spite of the instant success of Romeo and Juliet upon 
the stage and with all lovers of poetry, he turned his 
back on tragedy and set himself to write a long series 
of comedies and to complete his group of English his- 
tories.” 

The first comedy of this period, Midsummer Night’s 
Dream, (ca. 1595), is Shakespeare’s first complete suc- 
cess in the field of romantic comedy. It is a little master- 
piece of plot construction; the various threads drawn 
from diverse sources are deftly woven together into a 
most delightful pattern. The “enveloping action,’ the 
wedding festival of Theseus and Hippolyta, comes from 
Plutarch by way of Chaucer; the story of the lovers 
probably from a lost Italian source; Oberon, the fairy 
king, had appeared in Greene’s James IV’; Puck is a 
well-known character in English folklore, and Bottom 
with his crew of rude mechanicals represents Shake- 
speare’s laughing observation of amateur performances 
in English country towns. It is interesting to note how 
skillfully Shakespeare has blended in the play the 


1 For a fuller account of Romeo and Juliet see the introduc- 
tion in volume two of this series. 
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classical, the realistic, and the romantic elements of 
Elizabethan drama. The setting, Athens, and the main 
characters are classical in name at least; but more im- 
portant is the complicated intrigue and the deft solution 
of an artfully entangled plot. This is a technique that 
Shakespeare learned from his classic masters, but he has 
surpassed them in this play. It seems almost needless 
to call attention to the homely realism of the scenes in 
which Bottom plays a part. This is genuine English 
stuff and it is interesting to note that when the theatres 
were closed these scenes were made into a “droll” and 
played by touring actors in English towns and villages. 
In Oberon, Titania, and the magic herbs we have pure 
matter of romance and nowhere in literature is there 
such a union and comic contrast of romance and realism 
as in the scene where Titania falls in love with Bottom 
crowned with the ass’s head. 

The style is a delightful blending of blank verse and 
rhyme; the blank verse itself, like much of Romeo and 
Juliet, has a lyrical note, and the frequent songs and 
rhymed speeches of the fairies add to the musical effect. 
The Bottom scenes are written in vigorous prose which 
Shakespeare was coming to realize as the true vehicle 
for realistic comedy. Had Shakespeare written nothing 
else his fame as a master of English romantic comedy 
would have been assured; but he was to go on to even 
greater work.” 

The Merchant of Venice (ca. 1596-97), again repre- 
sents an advance in Shakespeare’s art and a deepening 
of his outlook on life. Midsummer Night’s Dream is a 
comedy of fancy; the Merchant is a rather serious study 
of certain aspects of human life, of love and marriage, 

t For a fuller account and appreciation of Midsummer 


Nights Dream see the introduction to this play in the fourth 
volume of this series. 
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of the use and abuse of wealth. The idea of a play 
whose chief character should be a wicked Jew may have 
been suggested to Shakespeare by the revival in 1594 
of Marlowe’s Jew of Malta, a revival provoked by the 
outburst of the anti-Semitism that accompanied the exe- 
cution in that year of the Queen’s Jewish physician for 
alleged high treason. Yet Shakespeare’s Shylock is a 
very different character from Marlowe’s Jew, at once 
more dramatically effective and more truly human than 
the monster Barabas. 

The main plot, the bond entered into by a merchant 
in order that his young friend may woo and win the 
lady of Belmont, the forfeiture of the bond, and the 
delivery of the merchant by the lady disguised as a 
lawyer, along with the intrigue of the rings, goes back 
to an Italian novella of the fourteenth century. The 
theme of the caskets, Shakespeare’s clever substitution 
for the somewhat indelicate fashion in which the lover 
of the novella wins the lady, comes from a collection of 
moral tales, the Gesta Romanorum. The Jew’s fair 
daughter who loves a Christian has a counterpart in 
Marlowe’s play. These diverse elements have been com- 
bined into a harmonious whole by masterly plot con- 
struction. Especially ingenious is the manner in which 
the tragic threat of the court scene is averted by the 
wit and wisdom of Portia, and in the last act tragedy is 
pushed quite into the background by the romance of 
the lovers and the merry business of the rings in the 
moonlit garden of Belmont. Actors starring in the part 
of Shylock who have rung down the curtain with his 
exit from the courtroom have quite misunderstood the 
significance of Shakespeare’s play. 

It is not so much in construction however as in char- 
acterization that Shakespeare shows his developing 
mastery. Shylock is in some ways the most complete, 
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rounded, and convincing character that he had yet cre- 
ated; the motivation of his action, the blending of greed, 
racial antipathy, and personal revenge is admirably ren- 
dered. And Shylock’s part in the play is admirably 
balanced by that of Portia, the perfect picture of a 
great lady of the Renaissance. Shakespeare’s transfor- 
mation of the siren of the novella into the heroine of 
this play is one of his masterpieces of character crea- 
tion. There is less gay fancy and riotous fun in the 
Merchant than in the earlier comedies, but this lack is 
more than atoned for by the grave beauty of the verse, 
the moral earnestness of the central casket scene, and 
the natural magic of the opening lines of the last act. 

It must have been shortly after the Merchant of 
Fenice that Shakespeare took up the revision and com- 
pletion of the trilogy which crowns his series of his- 
tories, Henry IV, parts I and JI, and Henry V. There 
is some reason to believe'that the Henry IV plays were 
written earlier, probably soon after Richard II, 1595; 
it is certain that the fat knight who figures in them was 
originally called Sir John Oldcastle. The presentation. 
on the stage of the historic Sir Jobn, as a “villainous 
abominable misleader of youth” naturally provoked his 
direct descendant, Lord Cobham, then holding the high 
office of Lord Chamberlain, and he insisted on a re- 
baptism of the character. Shakespeare yielded, apolo- 
gized, indeed, in the epilogue to the second part, and 
substituted the name of Falstaff, apparently a corrup- 
tion of Fastolfe, also a historic character who had left 
no descendant able to enter protest. There is a con- 
sensus of opinion that the revised form of the two parts 
dates in the year 1597-8 and Henry V in 1599. 

In these plays Shakespeare shakes off definitely and 
completely the influence of Marlowe. He reverts in fact 
to an older type of chronicle play where comic scenes 
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are interspersed in the serious matter of history. Fol- 
lowing an old tradition which told of the rictous youth 
of Prince Hal and represented Oldcastle as his com- 
panion, Shakespeare created the glorious comic figure 
which we know as Falstaff. He carries him triumphantly 
through the first part, and shows his gradual degenera- 
tion in the second which closes with his rejection by his 
old friend, the newly crowned king. It seems plain from 
the epilogue to the second part that Shakespeare’s first 
intention was to carry him on into the play of Henry V, 
but he thought better of it, feeling no doubt that such 
a character would be out of place in the epic-heroic play 
of Henry’s war in France. And so all we have of Fal- 
staff in Henry F is the humorous-pathetic account of his 
death-bed babbling of green fields and his passage to 
“Arthur's bosom.” 

The serious matter of these plays deals with the last 
great monarch of medieval England, “the mirror of all 
Christian kings,” Henry V. He is first mentioned in 
Richard If as a wild young reprobate, a thorn in his 
father’s side. We see him in the first part of Henry IV 
as a haunter of taverns and a companion of rioters and 
purse-takers, yet able to rise to heroic heights at the call 
of duty. In the second part we see less of him till near 
the end when he is reconciled with his father on the old 
king’s death-bed, and assumes the crown. The play that 
bears his name is rather dramatized history than drama 
proper and is composed of a series of scenes showing 
Henry as the perfect king, taking wise counsel with his 
lords, crushing domestic treason, winning the crowning 
victory of the English wars in France, and finally com- 
pleting his conquest by wooing and winning Katherine, 
the French princess. The note of love of country, of 
pride in England’s past, which rings through all the his- 
tories of Shakespeare rises to what has been called “a 
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chant of patriotic triumph” in Henry V.* The enthu- 
siastic nationalism which evokes this note was waning 
sadly in the last troubled years of Elizabeth’s reign and 
Shakespeare must have felt that he had done all that 
could be done with the chronicle play and that it was 
time to turn to other fields. The period of Shakespeare's 
tragedies follows hard upon the closing of the series of 
his histories, but before we turn to them we still have 
a group of comedies to consider. 

Shakespeare seems to have found time during his work 
on the Henry trilogy to write a couple of farce comedies. 
The first of these, The Taming of the Shrew, must be 
dated at least as late as 1598 since it is not included in 
Meres’ list. It is a rewriting by Shakespeare, apparently 
with the help of a collaborator, of an old play, The 
Taming of a Shrew, published in 1594. The induction 
and the scenes dealing with Petruchio and Katherine 
are Shakespeare’s and in his best vein of lively comedy; 
he follows the scenario of his source fairly closely but 
completely rewrites the dialogue. The underplot, deal- 
ing with the wooing of the shrew’s gentle sister, is the 
work of the collaborator, who, perhaps on Shakespeare’s 
suggestion, lifted the plot from Gascoigne’s prose 
comedy, The Supposes, and turned it into such tame flat 
verse that it seems impossible that Shakespeare could 
have written it at any time of his life. Yet the two plots 
are so well woven together than we must assume that 
Shakespeare planned and directed the whole work. It is 
an interesting fact that the old play has an epilogue in 
which the drunken tinker is laid asleep by the ale-house 
where he had been discovered in the Induction, awakes 
to fancy that the play he has seen was a dream, and goes 

t For a fuller discussion and appreciation of J Henry IV and 


Henry V see the introductions to these plays in the first and 
second volumes of this series. 
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home to tame his own shrewish wife. Such an ending 
seems almost necessary and the absence of anything 
corresponding to it in Shakespeare’s play is hard to 
explain. Possibly the manuscript from which the Folic 
version was printed—there is no earlier text—had lost 
the last leaf or two in which some such scene was 
written. 

The Taming of the Shrew is not a great play; it is 
probably a work dashed off in haste by Shakespeare; 
but it bears witness to his skill in construction, to his 
sense of fun and farcical situation and, in the Induction, 
to his loving, reminiscence of the country side about 
Stratford. 

An old tradition tells us that Queen Elizabeth was so 
delighted with the character of Falstaff that she com- 
manded Shakespeare to write another play about him 
and to show him in love. It is also said that he wrote 
the play she ordered, The Merry Wives of Windsor, in 
fourteen days. We need not take this last statement 
literally, but there is good reason to believe that the 
play was written at top speed for a performance before 
the Queen. It may be safely dated late in 1599 after 
Henry V and may be regarded as Shakespeare’s apology 
to Elizabeth for having failed to keep his promise and 
introduce Sir John in that play. 

To show Falstaff in love was beyond the power even 
of Shakespeare; Falstaff as Shakespeare knew him and 
drew him in the Henry IV plays was incapable of the 
tender passion. To comply with the royal command, 
however, he stooped to show his comic hero engaged in 
amorous pursuit of two merry but honest English wives 
who confederate together to pretend love to him, arrange 
to get him ducked in the Thames, well-beaten by a 
jealous husband, and finally exposed to the derision of 
the entire company. This is not the old Sir John, master 
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of every situation in which he finds himself, and indeed 
there is little of the true Falstaff in the character who 
bears his name in The Merry Wives except his exuber- 
ant language. 

The Merry Vives is the one example in Shakespeare’s 
work of bourgeois comedy, written in the realistic satiri- 
cal mood which was becoming popular toward the end 
of the century. Jonson’s Every Man In and Every Man 
out of his Humour, both performed by Shakespeare’s 
company, had opened this vein with marked success, and 
it seems quite likely that Shakespeare writing under 
pressure tried his hand for once at this type of play. 
There is no touch of his romantic imagination in it; the 
slender story of the love of Fenton and Mistress Anne 
is pushed quite into the background; the fairies of the 
last scene are not real fairies but children in disguise. 
Half a dozen characters, the Welsh Parson and the 
French Doctor, Corporal Nym, taken over from Henry V, 
and above all the jealous Ford are “humour characters” 
of the Jonson school. This may be one of the reasons 
why the play has always been successful on the stage; 
a “humour character” is an excellent part for an actor, 
and the combination and contrast of “humours” in this 
play along with the lively well-planned farcical action 
gives The Merry Wives a dash and vigor that is irre- 
sistible on the stage. No one would rank the play, how- 
ever, among Shakespeare’s best comedies; it is a hasty 
experiment triumphantly carried off, but never repeated. 
The next comedies that we have to consider are in quite 
another vein. 

A trio of plays sometimes called the Joyous Comedies 
concludes this period; these are in the order of compo- 
sition: Much Ado about Nothing, As You Like It, and 
Twelfth Night. The first of these, Much Ado, can be 
dated fairly accurately. It is not mentioned by Meres 
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in 1598, and Kemp who played the part of Dogberry 
left the company about the middle of 1599; the play 
therefore was probably written between the autumn of 
1598 and the summer of 1599. 

Much do is in some ways Shakespeare’s comic 
masterpiece. Founded upon an Italian tale of a slan- 
dered lady deserted by her lover and at last reunited 
to him, it incorporates a bit of genuine English realism 
in the Dogberry-Verges scenes and adds to this combi- 
nation the two characters by whom the play really lives, 
those of Benedick and Beatrice. There is no source 
known for this couple, nor need one be sought; they are 
Shakespeare's creation, or rather his re-creation in more 
perfect form of the reluctant witty lovers of Love’s 
Labour’s Lost. Their story is technically the sub-plot, 
but it is by far the most interesting part of the play 
and Shakespeare has in fact rearranged the incidents of 
the main plot so as to bring these lovers together. There 
is nothing in the Italian tale to compare with the dra- 
matically effective scene in which Claudio, the nominal 
hero of the play, renounces his bride at the altar and 
Benedick and Beatrice unite to revenge and vindicate 
her. 

There is less fine poetry in this play than in most of 
Shakespeare’s comedies. On the other hand the comic 
scenes, whether the stupidities of Dogberry and his 
mates or the wit-combats of the lovers, are written in 
his very best prose. It has always been successful on 
the stage. Just before the closing of the theatres in 1642 
a contemporary writer tells us that an appearance of 
Benedick and Beatrice was sure to pack the house, and 
most of the famous actors and actresses since Garrick’s 
day have starred in these réles.* 


1 For a fuller discussion and appreciation see the introduc- 
tion to this play in the second volume of this series. 
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As You Like It (probably early 1600), the second 
of this group, differs as much from its predecessor as 
one romantic comedy can from another. Much Ado is 
one of the best built of Shakespeare’s comedies; ds You 
Like It one of the most loosely constructed. Its charm, 
and it is one of the most delightful of Shakespeare’s 
plays, lies largely in the woodland atmosphere in which 
the greater part of the action is laid, and not a little in 
the group of lovable people who meet and make love, or 
laugh at love’s follies under the greenwood tree. It is 
an adaptation for the stage of a popular romance of the 
day, Lodge’s Rosalynde (1590). Lodge’s book is a 
pastoral romance of the type that Sidney’s Arcadia had 
introduced into English literature, and Shakespeare’s 
play is in some sense a pastoral drama. Yet Shake- 
speare, now full master of his art, is by no means in- 
clined to accept the artificialities and false sentiment 
of the pastoral. Indeed he ridicules them in the figures 
of Silvius and Phoebe, the despairing lover and the 
cold shepherdess of the pastoral. Over against these 
unreal characters he places such realistic figures as 
Audrey and William and opposes to their conventional 
amours the very human love-affair of Orlando and Rosa- 
lind. Touchstone’s wooing of the rustic Audrey is a 
frank burlesque of romantic love.* 

Apart from the atmosphere, largely created by the 
woodland scenes and the lovely lyrics with which the 
play abounds, ds You Like It lives by its characters. 
Rosalind is to many lovers of Shakespeare the most 
charming, as in some ways the most modern of his 
heroines. Touchstone, the first part Shakespeare wrote 
for his new “fellow” Armin, is the wittiest of his court 
fools; Jacques, a humour character, is Shakespeare’s por- 


* For a fuller discussion and appreciation of this play see 
the introduction in volume three of this series. 
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trait of the “malcontent” or melancholy cynic, a figure 
not uncommon in both Elizabethan life and literature 
as the century drew to an end; and both Touchstone and 
Jacques are Shakespeare’s inventions; there is no trace 
of them in his source. We may well excuse the careless 
plotting of the play and its huddled and conventional 
conclusion for the sake of its poetry and its delightful 
characters. 

Twelfth Night, late in 1600, the last of the trio is 
in some ways the most nearly perfect of the three. Less 
poetical than ds You Like It, less witty than Much Ado, 
it is a perfect blend of romance and realism. The main 
plot, the story of the twin brother and sister, with the 
business of love at cross purposes and mistaken identity, 
goes back ultimately to an Italian play which had been 
retold in English prose some twenty years before Twelfth 
Night was written. Shakespeare takes this plot, sets it in 
Illyria for the purpose of romantic distance, although his 
Illyria is hardly distinguishable from Elizabethan Eng- 
land, and to keep it from degenerating into mere in- 
trigue or mawkish sentiment surrounds it with back- 
ground figures of English life, the steward, the jester, 
the hard-drinking cousin, the foolish suitor, such as 
might be found in any noble house in England. The 
romantic plot deals with love in its varied forms, the 
fanciful sentiment of the Duke, the sudden passion of 
Olivia, the true and tender passion of Viola. The comic 
realism turns about the trick played on the presump- 
tuous steward, Malvolio. Perhaps no comedy of Shake- 
speare exhibits so clearly his mastery of his craft as the 
way in which he interweaves and complicates these plots 
and brings them at last together in a most natural and 
happy solution. 

The characterization, too, represents Shakespeare at 
his best. The characters are not sacrificed to the plot 
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as some of them are in Much Ado nor is the plot a mere 
background for the characters as in As You Like It. 
Viola is perhaps the most lovable of Shakespeare’s 
heroines; Sir Toby, a figure of the family of Falstaff, is 
nicely adjusted to his surroundings; Sir Andrew is the 
most hopeless simpleton that Shakespeare ever drew; 
and Malvolio the perfect picture of the overweening 
Jack in office. All in all, Twelfih Night with its blend 
of mirth and beauty is Shakespeare’s supreme creation 
in high romantic comedy.” 

A brief review of this period will show both the char- 
acter of Shakespeare’s work and his great advance in 
independence and mastery in these crowded years. In 
his chronicle plays he begins as a disciple of Marlowe, 
excels his master in Richard III, and carries this genre 
to its highest pitch in the Henry trilogy. In comedy he 
achieves the first of his masterpieces, Midsummer 
Nights Dream, his first serious drama, The Merchant 
of Venice, and toward the close his supreme trio of 
romantic comedies. History and comedy occupy his 
attention during this period. The tragedy of Romeo and 
Juliet, though enough in itself to make Shakespeare 
immortal, is the only play of this type between 1594 
and 1599, 


Part III 


The third period is essentially the period of the great 
tragedies, but it includes a trio of plays usually known 
as the Bitter Comedies which may first be considered. 

The first of these, All’s Well that Ends Well, is gen- 
erally thought to be a revision (ca. 1602-3) of an earlier 
comedy, possibly the Love’s Labour’s Won of Meres’ 


* For a fuller discussion and appreciation of this play see 
the introduction in volume one of this series. 
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list. It has come down to us in one text, that of the 
Folio, a text so corrupt and at times so obscure as to 
suggest that it was printed from a manuscript where 
passages had been crossed out and re-written until it 
was a puzzle to the compositor, as it has been to later 
editors. Internal evidence, especially the amount of 
rhyme and the varying style of the blank verse in differ- 
ent parts of the play, go far to support the theory of a 
revision. 

The source of Alls Well is a story of Boccaccio (De- 
cameron, iii, 9) which Shakespeare probably read in an 
English translation, Painter’s Palace of Pleasure, 1566. 
In Boccaccio the story is told to illustrate the constancy 
in love and the cunning practice by which a woman of 
comparatively low birth wins a reluctant noble husband. 
It must have been the character of the woman, Helena 
in Shakespeare’s play, which attracted him to the theme, 
for there is little else in the story likely to have appealed 
to him. To exalt her he degrades the ostensible hero, 
Bertram, even below the corresponding character in the 
novella and the simple and effective ending of the tale 
is altered in the play to a tissue of lies, charges and 
counter-charges that leave a most unpleasant impression 
on the modern reader. There is none of the laughing 
humour of Shakespeare’s earlier comedies ; the Clown is a 
dull jester, not to be compared with Touchstone or Feste, 
and Parolles a poor specimen of the miles gloriosus. The 
breath of romance that blows through the earlier come- 
dies has given place to a grave and often bitter wisdom. 
There seems no better explanation of this strange play 
than the hypothesis that it is a careless early comedy 
re-written at a time when Shakespeare’s heart was not 
in his work. 

Troilus and Cressida may be dated with some degree 
of accuracy in 1602. It was entered in the Stationers’ 
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Register Feb. 7, 1603 “as it is acted by my Lord Cham- 
berlain’s men.” A clear allusion to Jonson’s Poetaster 
acted in 1601 sets the earliest date. The play was not 
published until 1609 in which year two editions sud- 
denly appeared. The second contains what is found in 
no other play of Shakespeare’s, an epistle to the reader 
urging him to buy the book and remarking that this 
play was “never stald with the stage, never clapper- 
clawed with the palms of the vulgar.” If this means 
anything it means that the play had never been acted, 
which seems to contradict both the original entry and 
the statement on the title-page of the first edition that 
it had been acted at the Globe. It seems certain that the 
quartos of 1609 were unauthorized; the epistle intimates 
that “the grand possessors,” i.e. Shakespeare’s company, 
would have prevented its publication if they could. Pos- 
sibly the publishers got hold of a transcript of the play 
made for a friend of the author after a private perform- 
ance at Court or one of the Inns of Court. 

The play is a strange compound of old and new. It 
tells the story of the siege of Troy from the point of 
view of medieval historians and romancers who with- 
out exception took the Trojan side against the Greeks; 
it retells the story of the love of Troilus told long before 
by Chaucer in perfect form, but here by Shakespeare in 
the later tradition which had degraded Cressida into a 
synonym for inconstancy in love; it takes the character 
of Thersites from Chapman’s unfinished translation of 
Homer and converts him into the most foul-mouthed 
rogue in all Shakespeare’s plays. All in all a strange 
and mystifying play. So far as the love-story goes it 
is a comedy of disillusion. Troilus is as true a lover as 
Romeo, but he loves a wanton and inconstant Cressida 
instead of a Juliet. On the other hand some of the 
speeches especially those of Ulysses are in Shakespeare’s 
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gravest and most thoughtful vein. It is supposed to be 
a play for the study rather than the stage, but a per- 
formance by the Plavers in New York in 1932 showed 
an undreamed-of theatrical effectiveness. Possibly the 
puzzling nature of the play might be explained by the 
hypothesis that Shakespeare was called on by his com- 
pany to write a Siege of Troy play to compete with one 
that was being performed at a rival theatre and that 
the poet whose mind and heart were busy with his 
tragedies wrote something that he thought would fill 
the bill.* 

Measure for Measure was played at Court on Decem- 
ber 26, 1604, and was almost certainly written some time 
earlier that year when the theatres were opened after 
the Great Plague of 1603-4. A possible revision for the 
court performance may account for the difficulties and 
inconsistencies in the one text preserved, that of the 
Folio. Like the two preceding plays it is nominally a 
comedy, but it deals with a tragic theme violently 
wrested to bring about a happy ending. As Sir Walter 
Raleigh says, if Shakespeare’s fellows asked him for a 
comedy in his tragic period they got Measure for Meas- 
ure. The source is a tedious two-plot play, Promos and 
Cassandra, 1578, by George Whetstone which in turn 
goes back to an Italian novella. The Italian story, 
based apparently upon some historical incident, tells 
how a deputy of the Emperor condemned to death a 
young gentleman for having outraged a virgin. The 
culprit’s sister pleaded for his life and the deputy 
offered to spare him if the sister would become his 
mistress. She refused, but finally yielding to her brother’s 
entreaty, consented to sacrifice her honor to save his 
life. The deputy, however, had her brother executed 


+A most interesting and suggestive interpretation of this 
play is given by Wilson Knight in The Wheel of Fire. 
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and sent her the dead body. The lady took her case to 
the Emperor who first ordered the deputy to marry hey 
and then condemned him to suffer death. The lady now 
begs for the life of her new-made husband which is 
granted by the Emperor and the story concludes by 
saying that they lived happily together. Whetstone 
altered the story by saving the brother’s life who 
escapes from prison and comes forward at the end to 
second his sister’s plea for her husband’s pardon. Shake- 
speare went a step further in ameliorating the tragic 
theme and spared his heroine the necessity of sacrificing 
her honor. To effect this he substitutes for her at the 
rendezvous another woman, the former betrothed of the 
judge who mistakes her for the sister. It is plain that 
Shakespeare simply lifted this device from his own 
All’s Well where the substitution of the virgin wife for 
a lady guiltily desired by the husband is an integral and 
essential part of the story. It is not so here and the 
comic device of mistaken identity makes possible a con- 
ventional happy ending. It seems as if after the climax 
of the play when the heroine indignantly repels her 
brother’s plea for life a comedy of intrigue has been 
super-imposed on what had begun as a tragedy; cer- 
tainly the great scenes of the play are in the earlier, the 
tragic part. Why Shakespeare did this no one can say; 
we may guess that when he decided to spare Isabella, 
he felt bound to provide a way for her escape and 
adopted the easiest solution. The conclusion in which 
Angelo is spared to marry his betrothed and Isabella is 
asked in marriage by the Duke has seldom satisfied 
lovers of Shakespeare and believers in justice. Yet the 
play is full of poetry, contains a group of realistic 
humorous characters, and shows in every scene Shake- 
speare’s profound knowledge of human nature and his 
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genial sympathy with all sorts and conditions of 
men.” 

The long roll of the great tragedies opens with Julius 
Cesar. This play was certainly on the stage in the 
autumn of 1599, the year of Henry TJ. It is a link-play 
between the histories and the tragedies, based upon a 
famous episode, the murder of Cesar, in Roman history, 
yet dealing with it in tragic fashion. It has none of 
the bitterness of the later tragedies, and the grave beauty 
of the verse is rather that of the second period than of 
Shakespeare’s later style. All this goes to show that the 
periods of Shakespeare’s work are not rigidly defined, 
but melt imperceptibly one into another. Two at least 
of Shakespeare’s finest comedies follow Julius Cesar. 

The direct source of the play was Plutarch’s Lives in 
the English translation of Sir Thomas North, 1579, one 
of Shakespeare’s favorite books. Plutarch supplied him 
not only with the historical facts, but also with an 
admirable presentation of the leading characters. Some- 
times, indeed, Shakespeare turns the very words of 
North’s prose version into his own verse. Yet this is not 
to say that Julius Cesar lacks originality. Shakespeare 
selects, arranges, and emphasizes his material; the 
famous oration by Antony is not found in Plutarch at 
all, and his suppression of a whole series of events 
between the death of Cesar and the battle of Philippi 
gives a speed and unity to the play that is lacking in 
the source. 

The essential unity of the play is due to the fact 
that it revolves about the murder of Cesar and the 
revenge exacted for his death. Yet Cesar is not the 
hero of the play; on the contrary Shakespeare has some- 


1A suggestive and stimulating appreciation of this play 
occurs in Knight’s The Wheel of Fire. 
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times been blamed for depicting the greatest man of 
ancient times as an arrogant, superstitious, and physi- 
cally feeble despot. He drew some of these traits from 
his source, but he also followed a Renaissance tradi- 
tion which depressed the character of Cesar to exalt 
that of Brutus. Yet Shakespeare was not unaware of 
the greatness of “the mightiest Julius” and the last acts 
of the play show his spirit still powerful and “ranging 
for revenge.” 

The true tragic hero of the play is Brutus and it is 
in his treatment of this figure that Shakespeare shows 
his developing power and his gradual approach to the 
protagonists of the later tragedies. Romeo in Shake- 
speare’s first original tragedy is a victim of fate, a “star- 
crossed lover.” Brutus, like Hamlet whom he much re- 
sembles, is a victim of his own character. A philosopher, 
an idealist, he is incapable of seeing things as they are. 
He undertakes a great action, the freeing of Rome from 
a tyrant without realizing the true situation or the prob- 
able consequences of the deed. He makes mistake after 
mistake and finally falls upon his sword a beaten man. 
Yet his high sense of honor, and his sweetness of temper 
are such that he never forfeits our sympathy. This was 
to become Shakespeare’s practice in his characterization 
of his later tragic heroes, even of such a far from honor- 
able murderer as Macbeth.* 

In Hamlet (1600), the second of the great trage- 
dies, Shakespeare definitely abandoned the field of his- 
tory and devoted all his energies to the reconstruction 
of a tragic theme. A reconstruction, for strange as it 
may seem Hamlet, Shakespeare’s best known play, is 
not an original creation. 

+ For a fuller account and appreciation of Julius Cesar see 


the introduction of this play in the fourth volume of this 
series, 
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An old play on the subject was on the stage some time 
in the 1580’s; Shakespeare’s company played a Hamlet 
in 159+ and again in 1596. Some years later about the 
time that revenge plays came into fashion again Shake- 
speare undertook to revise this old play. We know that 
a version bearing his name was on the stage in 1600, 
since a contemporary writing toward the close of that 
year says that “Shakespeare’s Lucrece and his tragedy 
of Hamlet Prince of Denmark have it in them to please 
the wiser sort.” The writer, Gabriel Harvey, must have 
seen the play or heard of it from a friend for no ver- 
sion of it had yet appeared in print. In 1603 a printed 
version was offered for sale to the London public. This 
is known as the first Quarto, a “‘stolen and surreptitious” 
copy. It was advertised with a flourish as written by 
Shakespeare and played by the King’s Men, but it was 
as a matter of fact an impudent fraud. It seems to rest 
on the old play partly revised by Shakespeare, along 
with passages corresponding word for word with his 
latest revision, these being acting parts spoken by the 
hired man who perpetrated the theft, and finally on 
what the thief could remember of parts spoken by his 
fellow actors. It is hard to believe that such a hodge- 
podge as this was ever played on the stage. 

Shakespeare and his fellows must have been shocked 
by such an outrage and took prompt pains to set it 
right. In the plague year of 1603-4 when Shakespeare 
had time on his hands he set himself to a final revision 
of the play which was published in 1604. This is the 
second Quarto “enlarged” the title-page states “to almost 
as much again as it was, according to the true and per- 
fect copy.” Except for a good many errors in printing 
and a few deliberate omissions this is the play as Shake- 
speare conceived it. A third text, that of the Folio, 
represents the acting version shortened for representa- 
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tion. Modern editions represent a fusion of Q2 and the 
Folio text. 

The story of Hamlet goes back to the Viking age in 
Denmark. It was first written down by Saxo Gramma- 
ticus toward the close of the twelfth century, translated 
from Saxo’s Latin into French about 1582 and shortly 
after dramatized for the Elizabethan stage, quite pos- 
sibly by Kyd. The old play is lost but we can form 
some idea of it from a German play Der Bestraffte 
Brudermord (Fratricide Punished) which probably rep- 
resents an abbreviated and corrupt form of the old play 
carried to Germany by English actors. 

If we can reconstruct the old play from the German 
version and from what we know of Kyd’s method, we 
shall see that he materially altered the story to fit it 
for the English stage. He introduced the Ghost crying 
for revenge—a genuine Senecan note—and in so. doing 
deprived Hamlet of the obvious reason for his feigned 
madness—self-preservation. Instead of the open slaugh- 
ter of the old king as in the story Kyd devised a secret 
murder by poison; he used the device of a play within 
a play as in his Spanish Tragedy to force a betrayal of 
the murderer’s guilt; and finally he ended the play by 
a general massacre in whichethe hero and his enemies 
perish together. 

Something, at least, like this must have been the out- 
line of the play as it came to Shakespeare’s hands. His 
transformation of the Senecan play of revenge for blood 
into the Hamlet that we know is one of the miracles of 
genius. He was bound to keep in the main the familiar 
action and indeed he found it, as the world has found 
it since, immensely effective on the stage. What he did 
was to re-create the character of the protagonist. Shake- 
speare’s Hamlet is quite another person than the hero 
of the old saga or the straightforward revenger of the 
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lost play. He is perhaps the most complex character 
that Shakespeare ever drew, a prince of the Renais- 
sance, “courtier, soldier, scholar,” a disillusioned ideal- 
ist, a contemplative rather than an active man. It is 
worth noting that about 1600 Shakespeare had turned 
away from such men of action as Bolingbroke and 
Prince Hal and was interesting himself in such charac- 
ters as the melancholy Jacques, the pessimistic Duke of 
Measure for Measure, and the worldly wise Ulysses. 
Hamlet is his supreme creation of this type and into the 
character of Hamlet Shakespeare has put more of him- 
self than into any other figure in all his work. To sum 
up briefly, others had told the story; Shakespeare cre- 
ated the character of Hamlet, and by this creation solved 
the dramatic problem that confronted him. It is because 
Hamlet is what he is that he delays his revenge until 
the last moment; it is because Hamlet is what he is that 
the play is perennially effective on the stage—there is 
no such réle in dramatic literature for a great actor— 
and perennially fascinating in the study.* 

Othello was played at Court on Nov. 1, 1604, and there 
can be little doubt that it was written earlier in that 
year. It follows directly upon Hamlet and there is no 
greater proof of Shakespeare’s versatility and independ- 
ence of formula than the contrast between these plays. 
Hamlet deals in Senecan fashion with the tragic falls 
of kings and princes; Othello is almost a domestic 
tragedy; no kingdom nor noble house is involved in the 
catastrophe that overwhelms the Moor and his wife. In 
Hamlet Shakespeare was bound to follow lines already 
laid down in a popular play; in Othello his source was 
an Italian novella. Shakespeare apparently felt himself 
at liberty to handle this story, probably unknown to 


1 For a fuller discussion and appreciation of this play see 
the introduction in volume two of this series. 
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most of his audience, in the freest fashion. The original 
is a brutal tale of sexual jealousy. The raw material of 
tragedy Shakespeare found there, the chief characters 
and the main events of his play. His task was to trans- 
form a straggling narrative into a compact drama and 
to lift a sordid story into the realm of high tragedy. 
This he accomplished with amazing success; no one can 
realize Shakespeare’s magical power of turning dull 
metal into gold who has not read the original story. 
Here as nowhere else in this period he relied upon his 
own power of invention and this did not fail him. 

Othello is in many ways Shakespeare's masterpiece of 
construction in the realm of tragedy. The magnificent 
opening act which brings the situation at once before us 
and stirs our sympathy for the characters is practically 
his own invention, and serves as a sort of prologue to 
the play. After the shift of the scene from Venice to 
Cyprus the action begins in earnest and rushes on in 
headlong haste to the final and terrible catastrophe. 
Here, too, Shakespeare discarded the long drawn-out 
conclusion of the novella and invented a solution—Emi- 
lia’s loyalty to her murdered mistress and her denun- 
ciation of her husband—which dispels the fog of treach- 
ery and slander in which the hero had wandered. The 
action is single as it is swift; there is no double plot as 
in Lear; no postponement of the deed to be done as in 
Hamlet. There are no comic scenes, the poor part of the 
Clown, probably forced on Shakespeare to make a réle 
for Armin may be disregarded, and the play is distin- 
guished by unity of tone as by unity of action. 

Of all Shakespeare’s tragedies Othello is the most 
realistic; it lacks the element of the supernatural and 
the mysterious. Yet Shakespeare has transfigured the 
characters of his source even as he transformed the 
story. Othello himself is perhaps the most admirable of 
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Shakespeare’s tragic heroes, a noble soldier betrayed by 
the friend he trusted, who after his fall regains our 
sympathy when he confesses his crime and executes 
judgment upon himself. Iago is the incarnation of 
selfish and cynical malignity. It is no doubt significant 
that Shakespeare gave this mercenary soldier a Span- 
ish name. It was easy for an Elizabethan audience 
familiar with the cruelties of the Spanish soldiery in the 
Low Countries and in Mexico to accept Iago as the per- 
fect villain. Desdemona is the most wistful and pathetic 
of Shakespeare’s tragie heroines, and the minor charac- 
ters all fall naturally into their parts in the play. 

The characters and events of Othello are the most 
real and credible in the whole range of Shakespeare's 
tragedies. Yet about this realistic play there breathes 
an air of romance. This in the main is due to the extraor- 
dinary charm of the poetry. Less profound and medita- 
tive than that of Hamlet, less impassioned than that of 
Lear, it is flexible enough to carry on easy colloquial 
conversation, but rises at times, especially in the 
speeches of Othello, to a singular power and beauty. 
Something of the romance of Italy and the Orient clings 
to the tragedy of the Moor of Venice.” 

King Lear was acted at Court December 26, 1606. It 
was probably written late in 1605 or early in 1606. It 
was published in 1608 with Shakespeare’s name on the 
title-page, probably to assure the intending purchaser 
that this was the genuine play of the master and not 
another bearing practically the same name which had 
appeared a few years before. This quarto is one of the 
worst printing jobs ever turned out by an Elizabethan 
printer, yet it is invaluable to. the student of Shake- 
speare since it contains about three hundred lines omitted 


1 For a fuller discussion and appreciation of this play see 
the introduction in the third volume of this series. 


162 WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE 


in the Folio. The Folio text rests upon a manuscript 
probably revised and shortened for the performance 
at Court. 

The immediate source of the play is the old play of 
King Leir, acted as early as 1594, but not printed till 
1605. There is some evidence that Shakespeare had 
read this play, saw in it good usable material, and set 
himself to revise it for his stage as he had lately remade 
the story of Othello. The old play presents in rather 
pleasant tragi-comic form the legend of Leary and his 
daughters which was first told by Geoffrey of Monmouth 
in the twelfth century and had been retold by poets and 
historians ever since. Shakespeare seems to have known 
various versions of the legend and to have borrowed 
from them whatever he could use. His one great original 
stroke was the conversion of the legend into a stupen- 
dous tragedy. 

King Lear differs from Othello as from the other 
great tragedies in that it contains an under-plot, the 
story of Gloster and his sons which runs parallel to and 
is interwoven in the story of Lear and his daughters. 
This story Shakespeare drew from the most popular 
romance of his day, Philip Sidney’s Arcadia. Possibly 
Shakespeare felt that the legend of Lear alone lacked 
the element of dramatic action and might as in the old 
play degenerate into the merely pathetic. By interweav- 
ing the Gloster plot he introduced an element of in- 
trigue and counter-action that heightened the interest, 
and the wicked son of this story becomes the unwitting 
agent of the ruin of the wicked daughters. Moreover by 
the duplication of an instance of a child’s ingratitude 
and cruelty he adds credibility to the old tale—one such 
instance might be exceptional, two are far more convinc- 
ing—and before we finish Lear we feel ourselves trans- 
ported into a world torn by strife between the powers 
of good and evil. 
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Shakespeare gained the effect he wanted by this use 
of the sub-plot but he lost something as well. Lear lacks 
the unity and concentration of Othello which precedes 
or Macbeth which follows it. The action especially 
toward the close is excessively complicated; the play in 
its first form was too long for presentation and was 
heavily cut even in Shakespeare’s day. It was driven 
from the stage for over a century by the sentimental 
adaptation of Tate (1681) and is rarely produced in the 
modern theatre. In fact it has become a commonplace 
of eriticism to say that Lear is a great dramatic poem 
but not a great play. This is a superficial error. The 
play was acted with success on Shakespeare’s stage; 
that it cannot be presented on the “picture-frame”’ stage 
is hardly Shakespeare’s fault. It remains for some mod- 
ern producer capable of exploiting all the resources of 
the twentieth-century theatre to restore to the stage this 
most tremendous of Shakespeare’s tragedies. 

There is something symbolic, awe-inspiring, in King 
Lear. Shakespeare alone of all those who had handled 
the theme perceived its tragic quality, and in his hands it 
takes on a universal significance; it becomes a world war 
on a heroic scale between Evil naked and unashamed and 
Good, suffering, enduring, and sustaining. In the end 
the leading figures of the two parties perish in a com- 
mon catastrophe, an offence against “poetice justice” 
which has shocked old-fashioned critics, but the storm 
of evil has blown over and a new world is left purified. 
Yet symbolic as the play, taken as a whole, seems to be, 
the characters are real and human. Lear is not a symbol 
but a king, a father, and a man “more sinned against 
than sinning.” Kent is something more than the faithful 
servant; Cordelia than the loving daughter. In some 
ways the most interesting figure is that of the Fool, in- 
troduced into high tragedy by Shakespeare in defiance 
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ironic chorus to the tragic action. All in all it is not 
too much to say that the play of King Lear is the most 
magnificent example of Shakespeare’s tragic genius.” 

Timon of Athens (ca. 1606) is one of the most 
puzzling plays in the Shakespeare canon. It first ap- 
peared in print in the Folio and there is no evidence 
that it was ever performed. The elaborate stage-direc- 
tions, however, show that the play was prepared for a 
performance and we may guess that it was played a few 
times, proved a failure, and was withdrawn from the 
stage. The reason for its failure is plain enough; the 
play as we have it is, by common consent, only in part 
the work of Shakespeare. Of the two theories to account 
for this, (a) that Shakespeare revised the work of an 
inferior playwright, (b) that Shakespeare left some 
fragmentary scenes of a play on Timon which were 
patched up for presentation by an inferior hand, the 
second seems the more acceptable. It is hard to believe 
that Shakespeare at the very height of his power turned 
over to his fellows a revised play so incoherent, incon- 
sistent, and unplayable as this. On the other hand we 
may well believe that his fellows finding among his 
papers some splendid dramatic scenes felt warranted 
in having them patched up by one of their working 
playwrights, perhaps by Middleton, who as we shall 
see (p. 166) certainly touched up Macbeth. At any rate 
Heminges and Condell felt that there was enough of 
Shakespeare’s work in the play to warrant their includ- 
ing it in the Folio where it appeared in print for the 
first time. The text is so bad as to suggest that it was 
printed from a much revised manuscript. 

There is no external evidence to fix the date of Timon. 
Internal evidence of metre, style, and temper connects 


* For a fuller discussion and appreciation of this play see 
the introduction in volume one of this series. 
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it rather closely with King Lear. Perhaps the best guess 
that we can make is that Shakespeare shortly after his 
tremendous effort on Lear began to write another play in 
something of the same style, planning to provide Bur- 
bage with the rôle of a misanthrope as eloquent in his 
curses as Lear in his ravings. After writing certain 
scattered scenes—his hand is plainer in the last acts 
than in the beginning—he laid it aside. Perhaps he was 
weary of the task; possibly he realized as he worked on 
it the undramatic nature of the Timon story. It is an in- 
teresting fact that several playwrights at different times 
in different countries have tried to dramatize this theme 
and that not one of them has made a good play out 
of it. For once Shakespeare seems to have erred in his 
choice of a subject; but he was wise enough to see his 
mistake and abandon his unfinished work. 

The chief source of Timon is Plutarch’s Life of 
Antony. Some hints were caught also from Lucian’s 
dialogue, Timon the Misanthrope, which Shakespeare 
may have read in translation. An old play written 
ca. 1600 but not printed till the last century contains the 
incident of the mock banquet which occurs in no other 
version of the story. Shakespeare may have seen this 
play, or even heard of it, and lifted from it this effec- 
tive bit of business. 

It contains some passages of magnificent poetry as 
the great curse (IV, 1) or Timon’s farewell to the world: 


Come not to me again: but say to Athens, 
Timon hath made his everlasting mansion 
Upon the beached verge of the salt flood; 
Who once a day with his embossed froth 
The turbulent surge shall cover. 


It would be an interesting task for the young student of 
Shakespeare to read through this play and mark the 
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passages in which he seems to catch the unmistakable 
voice of the master of dramatic poetry.” 

Macbeth can be dated with some degree of certainty 
in 1606. The subject may have been suggested to 
Shakespeare by a show presented to King James at Ox- 
ford, August 27, 1605, in which three youths dressed as 
sybils recited some Latin verses containing the old 
prophecy that Banquo’s descendants should be kings. As 
James claimed descent from Banquo he was naturally 
gratified by this performance. It has even been sug- 
gested, though without any proof, that the letter James 
is said to have written Shakespeare contained a request 
that the poet write a play on this subject. 

The text has come down to us only in the Folio ver- 
sion. It is the shortest of all Shakespeare’s plays except 
the Comedy of Errors and the confusion and corruption 
of the text shows that it was printed from a manuscript 
that had been cut and revised. Unfortunately it was 
shortened in order to interpolate some spectacular and 
musical effects; the songs in III, 5 and IV, 1 and a 
couple of speeches by the first witch in this last scene 
along with the dance of the witches are interpolations. 
They are probably the work of Middleton who was writ- 
ing for Shakespeare’s company before the publication of 
the Folio. The songs in question, mentioned by title in 
Macbeth, appear in full in Middleton’s play The Witch. 

The source of Macbeth is Holinshed’s Chronicle 
familiar to Shakespeare from the time of his English 
history plays. Holinshed’s account contains the story 
of the prophecy of the witches to Macbeth and Banquo 
and various other incidents which Shakespeare uses in 
the play. For the actual murder of Duncan, however, he 

1 For a full discussion of the a of this play see my 


article in the publications of the British Shakespeare Associa- 
tion, 1923. 
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turned over a few pages of Holinshed and read the tale 
of the murder of King Duff by Donwald, a story far 
more to his purpose than the true account cf Duncan’s 
death, since Duncan was killed in battle by Macbeth, 
whereas Duff was murdered in his sleep by his host and 
subject acting on the instigation of his wife. It is proof 
of Shakespeare’s now complete freedom of treatment 
that he should have dared to depart so far from his- 
torical fact. He would hardly have felt free to do so 
at an earlier period. 

The “supernatural soliciting” of the witches is part 
of the old story, but Shakespeare has made it an essen- 
tial feature of the play; the first scene in which the 
witches prepare to meet Macbeth is his own invention, 
as is Macbeth’s visit to them in the caldron scene. Orig- 
inal with Shakespeare also is the great scene in which 
the ghost of Banquo rises to appal his murderer at the 
royal feast. Shakespeare no doubt knew that a play 
about witches, ghosts and prophecies would please his 
royal master, but he had more in mind than that. Mac- 
beth is essentially the tragedy of a man who wittingly 
does evil, sells himself to the devil whose servants and 
representatives are the witches of the play, suffers the 
agonies of remorse without repentance, and meets his 
just fate at the hands of the man he had most wronged. 
The supernatural element is the very atmosphere that 
pervades Macbeth and lends the play its characteristic 
tone and color. 

One gets the impression that Macbeth was written 
in headlong haste by Shakespeare. It shows no such 
marks of careful revision as does Hamlet, nor such evi- 
dence of planned construction as Othello. The great 
scenes are in Shakespeare’s most splendid style; others 
scattered through the play are tame and colorless; the 
long dialogue between Macduff and Malcolm in the 
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fourth act taken almost literally from Holinshed is so 
dull that one wonders why it was not cut by the first 
reviser as in all modern performances. The metre shows 
signs of experimentation with blank verse Jooking for- 
ward to the license Shakespeare allowed himself with 
this form in later plays. Macbeth is the last of the great 
tragedies, but one feels in reading it after the others 
that Shakespeare was beginning to weaken; the mental 
and emotional strain under which he had labored for 
the past five or six years must have been more than 
any mortal could endure. We shall see in his later plays 
that he turned away from tragedy, as about 1599 he 
had turned away from history; his best work in the tragic 
field was already done.* 

Antony and Cleopatra was entered in the Stationers’ 
Register on May 10, 1608, but did not appear in print 
until its inclusion in the Folio, 1623. There is reason to 
believe that it was written in 1606 or early in the fol- 
lowing year. 

There is but one source for the play, Plutarch’s Life 
of Antony in North’s translation. Shakespeare follows 
his source more closely than in his former Roman play 
Julius Cesar. Not only does he at times adopt the very 
words of North, but the scenario itself, the arrangement 
and succession of scenes, particularly in the last acts, 
follows the order of the source. Yet Shakespeare is not 
slavishly dramatizing a history; again and again when 
he is versifying North’s prose he adds a phrase of his 
own which glorifies the passage. 

In form Antony and Cleopatra is a chronicle play. 
Shakespeare’s reversion to this older type of drama 
shows, we may believe, his inability or unwillingness to 
concentrate as he had been doing on the harder tasks 


1 For a fuller account and appreciation of Macbeth see the 
introduction to this play in the fourth volume of this series. 
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of tragedy. The play is a magnificent panorama of 
struggle for power in the Roman world and adds to this 
the struggle between ambition and love in the breast of 
one of the two masters of that world. Yet one scene, 
almost demanded by the theme, that in which Antony 
should make the tragic decision to return to Cleopatra, 
Shakespeare never troubled to compose. In his broad 
treatment with its shifting scenes he gains an effect un- 
paralleled in any other dramatic version of this theme. 
Shakespeare’s Antony is a heroic figure, though not 
exactly a noble character, and his fall and death fol- 
lowed by the death of the woman who caused his fall lift 
a chronicle play into the realm of tragedy. 

In the matter of characterization Shakespeare con- 
centrated in this play upon these two figures. Apart 
from them with the exception of Enobarbus, a realist 
whose ironic commentary recalls at times that of King 
Lear’s Fool, and the clown of the last act, one of Shake- 
speare’s homely country folk introduced rather incon- 
gruously into Cleopatra’s palace, there is hardly a fully 
realized man or woman among the many characters who 
crowd the stage. Here as in the matter of construction 
we seem to feel a slackening of Shakespeare’s powers 
as a playwright. 

The peculiar glory of Antony and Cleopatra is its 
poetry. It is as if Shakespeare renouncing for a time 
the harder labor of the constructive dramatist had given 
full rein to the course of his poetic genius. Coleridge 
characterized it perfectly when he spoke of the “happy 
valiancy” of the style. Moreover this flow of poetry 
in, Antony and Cleopatra is not lyrical as in earlier 
plays; there is no interruption of the action for the in- 
sertion of a little poem as in Romeo and Juliet; it is 
strictly adapted to the dramatic dialogue. It is not too 
much to say that the verse of Romeo and Juliet, like the 
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passion of the lovers, is that of youth; the poetry of 
dniony and Clecpatra, like the passion that dominates 
its hero, is that of the grown man. It is the veil of 
poetry, sensuous, glowing, highly figurative, and truly 
dramatic, which Shakespeare throws over the story of 
Antony and his mistress that adds glamour and romance 
to the tale and makes us believe for a moment that for 
such a love as theirs the world was indeed well lost.* 

Coriolanus certainly follows Antony and Cleopatra 
and may be dated late in 1608 or early in 1609. It was 
printed for the first time in the Folio, 1623. Here too 
Shakespeare found the source of this play in North’s 
Plutarch and as in Antony and Cleopatra he followed 
his source closely, more than once simply versifying the 
prose of the original. On the other hand he deals more 
freely with the matter of his source, suppressing, con- 
densing, and arranging to suit his dramatic aims; certain 
scenes such as those in which the hero reluctantly seeks 
the “voices” of the people, or withstands the pressure of 
his family and friends to humble himself to the populace, 
are Shakespeare’s addition to the story. Certain charac- 
ters, especially that of Menenius, are practically Shake- 
speare’s creation. 

There are some aspects of Coriolanus that resemble 
the chronicle play. In the first act there are the alarums 
and excursions, single combats and pitched battles, of 
the old histories; but after this prologue Shakespeare 
sets himself resolutely to molding the narrative into 
strict dramatic form. He does this by centering the 
whole action about the person of his hero and by reveal- 
ing in scene after scene how the character of Coriolanus 
brings about his inevitable fall. The play has too often 
been interpreted from a modern point of view and used 


For a fuller discussion and appreciation of this play see 
the introduction in the third volume of this series. 
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as a text to proclaim Shakespeare’s hatred of democracy. 
Of democracy in the modern sense of the word Shake- 
speare could by the nature of things have no concep- 
tion and therefore could not hate it. As a matter of fact 
the play might quite as well be interpreted as a dramatic 
denunciation of the aristocratic temper. Coriolanus is 
a thorough aristocrat, brave, proud, insolent, incapable 
of flattery, but capable under pressure, as aristocrats 
have been since his day, of turning his arms against his 
country. Like Antony he is a heroic figure, but he is 
the least amiable of Shakespeare’s heroes. He shares 
with Lear an ungovernable temper, but unlike Lear 
never learns the folly of his rage, and at the very end 
it is a last outburst of well-nigh insane anger that 
precipitates the catastrophe. 

Unlike Antony and Cleopatra there is little of Shake- 
speare’s finest poetry in this play; he seems here to be 
subordinating poetic expression to strict and even severe 
dramatic treatment; rhetoric and eloquence take the place 
of fancy and imagination. None of Shakespeare’s trage- 
dies lacks so completely his characteristic breathings 
of romance; the atmosphere is realistic, and, except as 
relieved by touches of humour, cold and hard. Coriolanus 
is Shakespeare’s farewell to tragedy; the tragic temper, 
the sympathy with the tragic hero, the poetic rendering 
of the tragic theme, are perceptibly waning in this fine 
play. The time had come for Shakespeare to turn to 
other fields. 

A brief summary of this period may serve to show 
something of the development of Shakespeare’s power 
as a tragic poet. The bitter comedies of the early years 
of this period may be disregarded here; they serve only 
to show how far his mind had swung away from the 
joyous mirth and gay romance of the earlier work. The 
series of the tragedies begins calmly and gravely with 
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Julius Cesar. This play, almost as much history as 
tragedy, is followed by Hamlet, Shakespeare’s most 
complex and subtle drama, but one where he was defi- 
nitely limited by the conditions under which he worked. 
In Othello he attains his full height as a master of his 
art, in construction, in characterization, and in dramatic 
expression. Lear, less nearly perfect perhaps than 
Othello, is yet a greater work, more universal, more sig- 
nificant, more magnificently tragic. This is the mountain 
peak. The fragmentary Timon shows already something 
like a collapse; ground is regained in the feverish and 
unequal tragedy of Macbeth and thentheend approaches. 
Antony and Cleopatra and Coriolanus close the period, 
neither of them for all their beauty, eloquence and 
power a match for the earlier plays, and with Pericles 
we see the transition to the tragi-comedies of the final 
period. 


Parr IV 


Pericles, Prince of Tyre (ca. 1607-8) is the play that 
links the tragic period to that of the comedies. Its date 
is uncertain. A play called Pericles was entered in the 
Stationers’ Register on May 20, 1608. This may be 
Shakespeare’s play but it is more probably an old one 
of the same name. 

It is quite certain that the Pericles now included in 
the Shakespeare canon is his rewriting in part, and only 
in part, of an older play, possibly by George Wilkins a 
very minor playwright of the day. In 1608 Wilkins pub- 
lished a prose version of the story, which was advertised 
as “the true history of the play as it was lately pre- 
sented.” Possibly the explanation is that Wilkins wrote 
a play with this title for Shakespeare’s company, that 
Shakespeare saw that something more could be made 
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of the theme than the bungling Wilkins had accom- 
plished and so consented to touch it up. He let the first 
two acts stand almost unchanged, grew interested as he 
went on, and from the beginning of the third act prac- 
tically rewrote the whole, though he retained some of 
the old choruses and dumb shows. 

Whether Wilkins was pleased or not we cannot say, 
but as the play was immensely successful he tried to 
turn an honest penny by publishing what we should call 
a “novelized’”’ version. The publisher who had entered 
Pericles in 1608 never printed his version, but in 1609 
another bookseller got hold of a “stolen and surrep- 
titious’ copy and straightway printed it. It sold so well 
that he got out a second edition in the same vear; a 
third appeared in 1611, and others followed. The play 
was not included in the frst Folio; probably the editors 
thought Shakespeare’s part in it was too slight to war- 
rant ascribing it to him. It was added to the third 
Folio, 1664, along with six other plays none of which 
have any claim to Shakespearean authorship. Later 
editors alternately accepted or rejected it. Tennyson 
once said to a scholar who questioned whether Shake- 
speare wrote any of it: “Oh that won’t do. He wrote 
all the part relating to the birth and recovery of Marina 
and the recovery of Thaisa,” and Tennyson’s verdict is 
now generally accepted. 

The source of Pericles is the medieval legend of 
Apollonius of Tyre, a legend which took on fresh life 
in the Renaissance with its delight in tales of voyages, 
shipwrecks, and adventure. The great popularity of the 
play shows the revived taste of the theatre-going public 
for romantic drama as the vogue of realistic comedy 
began to wane. Shakespeare’s revision of Pericles was 
his first experiment in this genre and his success may 
have been one of the reasons that impelled him to devote 
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the few years remaining of his working life to romantic 
tragi-comedy. 

Pericles is a poor enough play; Shakespeare’s revision 
left the absurd meandering construction unchanged. Yet 
it contains some lovely poetry and the recognition scene 
between father and daughter (V, i) points in both style 
and temper to the best work of his last period. 

Cymbeline (1609-10) opens the last period of Shake- 
speare’s work. It is a romantic tale dramatized in loose 
and careless form, dealing in part with the theme of 
marital jealousy which in Othello had furnished matter 
for tragedy, but handling it in such fashion as to bring 
about a happy ending. This play resembles Beaumont 
and Fletcher’s Philaster and the suggestion has been 
made that Shakespeare was following a fashion set by 
these young playwrights. This suggestion has been con- 
sidered above (p. 60) and need not be discussed here. 
There is only one text of Cymbeline, that of the 
Folio. 

There is a double source for Cymbeline, the story of 
the wager laid by Postumus and its well-nigh fatal con- 
sequences, and the pseudo-historic matter of the wars of 
the Britains and the Romans. The first of these comes 
from a tale in the Decameron (ii, 9) which itself goes 
back to a French original, the Roman de la Violette. 
The second comes from Holinshed’s account of the leg- 
endary kings of early Britain. Shakespeare has cleverly 
woven these two threads together by making the slan- 
dered lady the daughter of a British king and using a 
British victory over the Romans to bring about the 
revelation of her innocence. Hints from various other 
sources have been picked up and worked into the play 
which interests mainly by its lively and varying action, 
its surprises, and, indeed, its sensationalism. Like all 
the plays of this period Cymbeline contains a good deal 
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of the spectacular. We have not only scenes at court 
and pitched battles, but in the last act a masque-like 
spectacle—-“Jupiter descends in thunder and lightning, 
sitting upon an eagle; he throws a thunderbolt” —which 
must have taxed the resources of the Globe and Black- 
friars. 

Cymbeline is not one of the best of Shakespeare’s 
plays, but it contains one of his most lovely characters, 
Imogen, the perfect wife. It has always been a favorite 
with poets; Swinburne closes his Study of Shakespeare 
with an impassioned eulogy of this his favorite play, 
and ‘Tennyson died with his copy of Shakespeare open 
at a page of Cymbeline. 

The Winter’s Tale can be dated fairly accurately. It 
was originally licensed by Sir George Bue who became 
Master of the Revels in August, 1610, and it was played 
at Court on November 5, 1611. Somewhere between these 
dates it must lie, probably early in 1611 since the 
dance of the satyrs in the fourth act seems an imitation 
of a similar feature in Jonson’s Masque of Oberon, per- 
formed at Court on January first of that year. The only 
text is that of the Folio. 

The source of this play is Robert Greene’s pastoral 
novel Pandosto (1588) reprinted in 1607 as Dorastus 
and Fawnia. This later edition may have come into 
Shakespeare’s hands some time in his last period and 
suggested to him the composition of a romantic pastoral 
drama. Shakespeare deals very freely with his source, 
altering names, changing scenes, and particularly elimi- 
nating the death of the slandered queen and the suicide 
of her remorseful husband. Such tragic incidents he 
felt were out of keeping with the tone of the play that 
he was planning. He did not, however, disdain to delight 
his audience by having a bear chase a minor character 
and—off-stage—tear him to pieces. 
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The Winters Tale is, perhaps, Shakespeare’s master- 
piece of tragi-comedy. It lacks unity of action, to be 
sure; there is a gap of sixteen years between the third 
and the fourth acts, and in the last two the interest 
shifts from Hermione, supposed dead, to her daughter, 
Perdita. But the play has all the characteristics of 
tragi-comedy: intrigue, disguise, suspense, and surprise, 
and all most dexterously handled. Fault has been found 
with the causeless jealousy of the king- but to have 
given him grounds for his suspicion would have been to 
write Othello over again. Leontes is jealous for no 
other reason than to start the action and his outbreak 
of jealousy in the second scene starts it with a rush to 
the complete surprise of the reader or spectator. In the 
midst of the delightful scene of the shepherd’s festival 
the revelation of the disguised Polixenes and his de- 
nunciation of his son’s love for the fair shepherdess 
give another startling change of tone. The last and best 
surprise of all is at the very end when the statue of the 
dead queen comes to life and Hermione descends to 
embrace her penitent husband and to bless her restored 
daughter. This scene is wholly Shakespeare’s invention; 
and of its superb effect upon the stage those can testify 
who have had the good fortune to see the beautiful Mary 
Anderson in the rôle of Hermione. 

Fine characterization, as a rule, is not expected in 
tragi-comedy where the plot governs the characters; but 
in this play Shakespeare lavishes his skill upon such 
figures as the noble queen, the faithful shrew Paulina, 
the old shepherd, and above all upon Autolycus, the most 
delightful rogue in literature. One feels that Shakespeare 
was happy when he wrote The Winter’s Tale; perhaps 
part of his happiness came from his return to Stratford. 
Rural sights and sounds, country folk and country cus- 
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toms, give a pleasant background of realism to a roman- 
tic tragi-comedy.* 

The Tempest cannot have been written before the 
autumn of 1610 and may date early in 1611. It was 
performed at Court on November first of that year. It 
was printed for the first time in the Folio. 

The theme of a shipwreck on an enchanted island was 
certainly suggested to Shakespeare by a series of events 
that had aroused great interest in London. In June of 
1609 a fleet set sail from England for the new colony 
of Virginia. It was scattered by a storm and the flag- 
ship was wrecked on a reef off Bermuda. The crew 
reached shore safely and spent the winter in what was 
then known as “the Isle of Devils.” They built two 
small ships and in May, 1610, sailed across to Virginia. 
In England they had been given up for lost and the 
news of their escape was hailed with joy. Several ac- 
counts of the shipwreck and of the islands appeared 
late in 1610 which Shakespeare certainly used, as he 
also seems to have used a manuscript account not printed 
till after his death. Kipling has made the interesting 
if fanciful suggestion that Shakespeare got his informa- 
tion from a drunken sailor of the shipwrecked crew 
whom he later introduced into the play as Stephano who 
swam to shore upon a butt of sack. 

No direct source has been found for the main plot 
of the exiled duke turned magician who gets his ene- 
mies into his power by magic only to forgive them, and 
who marries off his daughter to his chief enemy’s son. 
Shakespeare may have picked up hints for this story 
from various sources; he has woven them very art- 

1 For a fuller account and appreciation of The Winter’s Tale 


see the introduction to this play in the fourth volume of this 
series. 
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fully into a background suggested by the Bermuda 
voyage. 

The Tempest is a unique play; there is nothing quite 
like it in all the rest of Shakespeare’s work. The char- 
acter of Prospero, especially in his farewell to his art, 
so strongly suggests the poet-dramatist about to retire 
from the stage that the whole play has been interpreted 
as an allegory. This is far from likely though the temp- 
tation to. read between the lines is strong indeed. It 
has been called a masque adapted for the stage, but it is 
rather a play which includes a formal marriage masque. 
Alone among Shakespeare’s plays it preserves the unities 
of time—the action lasts about four hours—and place— 
after the first scene the action is all on the island. It 
is as if Shakespeare after defying the unities in The 
Winter’s Tale amused himself by showing Jonson and 
other classical critics that he too could obey the classic 
rules. 

Essentially The Tempest is what we would call “a 
good show.” It has enough of incident to interest the 
spectator, with a charming love-story, with characters 
good and bad, serious and comic, and with plenty of 
spectacle in the way of songs, dances, hunting dogs, and 
“quaint devices.’ The poetry, the serene wisdom, are 
Shakespeare’s additions to the “show,” but such glorious 
addition as to outweigh at least in a reader’s mind all 
else in the play. It is a drama of forgiveness, of recon- 
ciliation and of peace, a beautiful sunset after the 
storms of the tragic period.” 

There are two other plays of this period that are 
only in part by Shakespeare. The first of these is the 
spectacular historical pageant, Henry VIII (1613). It 
is included in the Folio and was long accepted as Shake- 


1 For a fuller discussion and appreciation see the introduc- 
tion in the first volume of this series. 
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speare’s own unassisted work. Recent scholarship has 
proved beyond all reasonable doubt that about half the 
play was written by Fletcher, at this time succeeding 
Shakespeare as the chief dramatist for the King’s Men. 
The evidence is internal and resis upon Fleteher’s un- 
mistakable stylistic and metrical idiosyncrasies. A com- 
parison of one of his scenes, II, i, for instance, with a 
Shakespearean scene, II, iv, will show such a difference 
in diction, rhythm, and treatment of the blank verse as 
to convince any unprejudiced reader that the scenes are 
by two authors, and any reader acquainted with Flet- 
cher’s style that he is one of them. 

Scholars are now generally agreed that Shakespeare 
wrote I, i, ii; II, iii, iv; III, ii, 111-203; and V, i. 
Shakespeare starts most of the various themes in this 
loosely constructed play and Fletcher finishes them. This 
division, it may be noted gives Fletcher some of the best 
known scenes of the play including Wolsey’s famous 
farewell to greatness, III, ii, 350-372. It has been re- 
marked that if Fletcher wrote the scenes ascribed to 
him in this play he did better work here than anywhere 
else. This is quite possible, for he was writing under the 
influence of Shakespeare and no doubt anxious to put 
his best foot forward as Shakespeare’s successor with 
the company. 

Henry VIII cannot be judged by comparison with 
any of the earlier histories; strictly speaking it is less 
a drama than a succession of scenes dealing with strik- 
ing events in the king’s reign interspersed with a great 
deal of spectacle. This may be due in part to the man- 
ner of the collaboration, in part to the desire of the 
company to stage a magnificent pageant, for which by 
the way they charged an unusually high price of admis- 
sion, one shilling (Prologue 1l. 12). Probably the com- 
pany begged Shakespeare now residing at Stratford to 
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furnish them with a play of this sort, that he consented 
to write certain scenes, and allowed Fletcher to finish 
it off. The one character that is his throughout is that 
of Queen Katherine and Dr. Johnson’s comment “‘Shake- 
speare’s genius comes in and goes out with Katherine” 
still holds good. 

As a brilliant stage spectacle with several good acting 
parts Henry FIII has held the stage intermittently from 
Shakespeare’s day down to the time of Irving and Beer- 
bohm Tree; but we can learn little from it as to Shake- 
speare’s art or the point to which it had developed by 
1613. 

The second of these plays, The Two Noble Kinsmen 
(1613) has a curious history. It was not included in the 
Folio and did not appear in print until 1634, eighteen 
years after Shakespeare’s death and nine years after 
that of Fletcher. Both these names appeared upon the 
title page of the first edition which advertises the play 
as “‘presented at the Blackfriars with great applause; 
written by the memorable worthies of their time; Mr. 
John Fletcher and Mr. William Shakespeare Gent.” 
In spite of this title-page the play was long regarded as 
the work of Fletcher and was included in the second 
Folio (1679) of the Beaumont and Fletcher plays. 

It was not until the time of the Romantic critics that 
voices were raised to defend Shakespeare’s share in this 
play; both Lamb and Coleridge were certain that Shake- 
speare had a hand in it and for the last hundred years 
or so there has been a general agreement, though by no 
means unanimous, that the play represents a collabora- 
tion of Shakespeare and Fletcher. Certain scenes—the 
greater part of Act I, the first scene of Act III, and the 
magnificent invocations of Act V, i—are unmistakably 
Shakespeare’s; others appear to be his only in part; 
throughout the play there seem to be signs of Fletcher 
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as the last writer, welding scattered scenes together and 
writing little patches of his characteristic verse at the 
beginning and end of Shakespearean scenes. This may 
perhaps explain the exclusion of the play from the 
Folio; Fletcher then at the height of his popularity may 
have consented to surrender his claim to Henry VIII on 
condition that The Two Noble Kinsmen should be re- 
garded as essentially his work. 

The source of the play is Chaucer’s Knight’s Tale. 
On the whole the play follows its source rather closely, 
but, naturally, reshapes the narrative in dramatic form. 
In spite of some superb poetry by Shakespeare one can 
hardly say that the authors have improved upon their 
source. There is an evident intention to transform the 
tragic tale of Chaucer into a tragi-comedy in the later 
Elizabethan manner. In particular the death of Arcite 
and his farewell to Palemon, the climax of Chaucer’s 
poem, is hastily glossed over in the play; the death of a 
main character was out of place in a tragi-comedy. 
Yet in spite of alterations, spectacular interpolations, 
muddled construction and confused characterization— 
all due, we may suppose to Fletcher—the play is pleas- 
ant reading and contains many lines of splendid poetry. 
One can only regret that Shakespeare was unable for 
one reason or another to complete a play which he evi- 
dently began in the best style of his final period. 

A bitter controversy has raged in recent years over 
a play, more especially over one scene of a play, that 
bears the name of Sir Thomas More. It is one of the 
few original manuscripts of Elizabethan plays that are 
still preserved and was not printed till 1814. There is 
no reason to believe that it was ever played and rather 
good reason why it should not have been. The original 
author, Anthony Munday, was rash enough to introduce 
certain scenes dealing with a London riot provoked by 


182 WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE 


the insolence of alien residents. Elizabeth and her coun- 
cillors were eager to. promote the immigration of such 
industrious craftsmen as French and Flemish Protest- 
ants, and quick to suppress any threat directed against 
them. Accordingly her Master of Revels, Edward Tilney 
returned this play when it was sent to him for his 
license with a sharp warning “Leave out the insurrec- 
tion wholly and the cause thereof,” besides marking 
various passages for alteration. To have followed his 
directions would have been to destroy the play, so it 
was apparently laid aside for some years when a group 
of writers was called on to revise and write new scenes 
for it with the hope that this time it might pass the 
censor. 

One hand in the five that contributed the additions 
has been identified on good authority with that of Shake- 
speare as preserved in his signatures. This hand con- 
tributed one scene so markedly superior in thought and 
expression to the rest of the play that it was suspected 
to be the work of Shakespeare long before a study of 
the handwriting was undertaken, This scene deals with 
the climax of the riot and contains More’s address to 
the rebels which persuades them to submit. It is hard 
to believe that any Elizabethan author except Shake- 
speare was capable at once of such humorous sympathy 
with an unruly mob and such vigorous insistence on 
order and authority as this speech shows. If we accept 
this scene as Shakespeare’s, as most scholars are inclined 
to do, we must imagine him lending a friendly hand to 
a group of dramatists in an effort to achieve the impos- 
sible. For Tilney’s orders were not complied with and 
consequently the play remained unstaged. When it was 
first written and when the additions were made is quite 
uncertain. The style and metre of the Shakespearean 
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scene point to a date midway in his second period, ca. 
1595-96. 

Of the many plays ascribed at various times in whole 
er in part to Shakespeare there is, with possibly a 
single exception, none that deserves consideration. This 
exception, Edward III, contains a romantic episode of 
the wooing of the Countess of Salisbury by the young 
king, which has some slight resemblance to the style of 
Shakespeare in his first period, and contains a line, 


Lilies that fester smell far worse than weeds, 


that appears in one of his sonnets. But his sonnets, as 
we know, were circulating in manuscript at the time this 
play appeared, 1596, and it is not impossible that the 
unknown author simply lifted the line to adorn his play. 
On the whole the episode in question does not carry with 
it such conviction of Shakespeare’s authorship as does 
the scene in Sir Thomas More. 

The last plays mentioned need not be seriously con- 
sidered in a study of the development of Shakespeare’s 
art. In Sir Thomas More, indeed, we seem to catch a 
glimpse of his mind; in Henry VIII we see one of his 
strong yet pathetic characters; and in The Two Noble 
Kinsmen we find some lofty poetry. But Shakespeare’s 
course as a playwright was run before he agreed to 
assist his young successor Fletcher in the composition of 
a couple of plays for the Globe. His last active years 
had been devoted to the writing, probably at his ease 
in Stratford and with a certain careless abandon, the 
delightful trio of his so-called romances, 


CHAPTER XI 
THE POEMS AND SONNETS 


SHAKESPEARE was a poet before he became a play- 
wright and there was a period in his life when he was 
better known as the author of his first long poem than 
of any of his plays. Except for the Sonnets his poems 
are little read nowadays, but no account of Shakespeare’s 
work would be complete without a discussion of his two 
long narrative poems, so characteristic are they both of 
the writer and of his age. 

Venus and Adonis was entered in the Stationers’ 
Register on April 18, 1593, and published early in that 
year by Richard Field, like Shakespeare a Stratford 
boy, who had come to London and set up there as 
printer and publisher. The first edition is so carefully 
printed, so free from the errors that mar the early edi- 
tions of the plays, that there is good reason to believe 
that Shakespeare read the proof himself, a thing we can 
be sure he never troubled to do for the plays. There 
was a good reason for this painstaking care; the poem 
was to be a gift to a noble lord, the young Earl of 
Southampton whose favor and patronage Shakespeare 
was seeking. In the dedication prefixed to the poem 
Shakespeare apologizes for dedicating his “unpolished 
lines” to his lordship, calls the poem “‘the first heir of 
my invention,’ and promises, if the work pleases his 
patron, to honor him “with some graver labour,” a 
promise which he fulfilled a year later in his Lucrece. 
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The phrase “first heir of my invention” has sometimes 
been understood to mean that this poem was the first 
thing Shakespeare ever wrote, and a pleasant fancy has 
suggested that he brought it up to town from Stratford. 
This is most unlikely; Venus and Adonis is in the full 
tide of the fashionable narrative and erotic poetry of the 
day and full of hints from poems that Shakespeare could 
have known only after he came to London. It was, how- 
ever, the first of his writings to be given to the world, 
and Shakespeare no doubt regarded his plays, especially 
his early experimental plays, as matter for the stage 
rather than for the press. 

The poem was instantly and immensely successful; a 
whole series of editions in quarto and octavo form fol- 
lowed the first; there were some sixteen issues before 
1640. The references to Venus and Adonis in con- 
temporary literature are constant; it became indeed a 
sort of vade mecum for amorous young gentlemen and 
wanton ladies. 

The source of the story is found in Ovid’s Metamor- 
phoses. Ovid was evidently Shakespeare’s favorite Latin 
poet; he had studied him in school and re-read him not 
only in the original but in Golding’s translation (1567), 
some lines from which he paraphrases in a famous speech 
in The Te-ipest (V, i, 33-50). The two Latin lines pre- 
fixed as a motto to Venus and Adonis come from Ovid’s 
Amores. There is no trace in Ovid’s version of the re- 
luctant youth wooed by the goddess of love; but else- 
where in Ovid Shakespeare found a story of the 
passionate wooing of a boy, Hermaphroditus, by a 
nymph, Salmacis, which he skillfully blended with the 
Adonis theme. Apparently he picked up suggestions for 
this fusion from various contemporary poems which rep- 
resented Adonis coldly rejecting the advances of Venus. 
Here, as in his plays, it is not so much Shakespeare’s 
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power of invention as his skill in combining and trans- 
forming his material that compels our admiration. 

Venus and Adonis is written in iambic pentameter, 
rhyming ababce, like the last six lines of a Shake- 
spearean sonnet. This was a common verse form of the 
day; Spenser had used it in his Shepheards Calendar, 
and Lodge, the author of Rosalynde, in a long and 
rather incoherent erotic poem, Glaucus and Scylla; but 
no poet of the day, not even Spenser, handled it with 
such ease and grace or shaped it into such a form of 
beauty. 

Like Marlowe’s Hero and Leander, which Shakespeare 
must have read in manuscript, Venus and Adonis is a 
narrative poem. The story is well told with a beginning, 
middle, and end, but it is not the story that makes the 
poem. The dress in which Shakespeare has clothed the 
tale is, perhaps, more lovely than the tale itself and this 
dress is woven of various threads. We have first what 
one may call the landscape pieces, a landscape which is 
that of Shakespeare’s England rather than of Greece or 
the Orient. This landscape is animated with English 
beasts and birds, the hunted hare, the hunting dogs, the 
grisly boar, the lark, the nightingale, and fragrant with 
English flowers. Upon this more or less realistic back- 
ground are super-imposed the “discourses,” the set 
speeches of Venus and her beloved. Here, too, Shake- 
speare is writing quite in the fashion of the day, as Lyly 
did when he used the story of Euphues as a peg on which 
to hang long discourses of every sort. The set speech, 
the formal plea, for and against such a topic as love or 
friendship, seems strange and unreal to us. It was not 
so to Shakespeare, and it is impossible to deny the grace 
and eloquence of his “discourses.” Finally and most im- 
portant, we have what may be called the dominant theme 
of the poem, Beauty, the incarnation of Beauty in the 
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beloved, and the desire to perpetuate beauty by the 
bodily union of two lovers. This is a characteristic 
Renaissance conception, but there is nothing like it in 
the various erotic poems of Shakespeare’s day. It is a 
theme that he made his own and was to treat more fully 
with greater power and beauty in the Sonnets. 


A book called The Ravishment of Lucrece was entered 
in the Stationers’ Register on May 9, 1594 by Master 
Harrison who, a month later, bought from Field the 
copyright of Venus and Adonis. He engaged Field to 
print it and it appeared in 1594 under the simpler title 
of Lucrece. Field did a good printer’s job with Lucrece, 
as he had done with the earlier poem, and once more we 
may believe that Shakespeare read the proof. The sec- 
ond poem, like the first, was dedicated to Southampton. 

Lucrece was no doubt the “graver labour’? which 
Shakespeare had promised his friend a year before. It 
never achieved the signal popularity of Venus and 
Adonis, but something like eight editions were published 
before 1640 and the wiser sort, as Harvey noted, were 
pleased to see that the young poet had abandoned erotic 
poetry to strike a deeper note. 

The story of Lucretia, told in Ovid's Fasti in verse 
and in Livy’s prose, was well known in the Middle Ages; 
Chaucer enrolled the heroine among the martyrs of love 
in his Legend of Good Women. All these versions were 
known to Shakespeare, who used them as he saw fit; 
from Livy he must have drawn the straightforward his- 
torical “Argument” prefixed to the poem. 

Lucrece is written in iambic pentameter rhyming 
ababbee. This is the so-called Rhyme Royal stanza; it 
should really be known as the Chaucerian, for the old 
poet had used it again and again, with special power and 
beauty in his Troilus. It had come down to Shakespeare 
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with a tradition of dignity and distinction, a metre “very 
grave and stately,” an Elizabethan critic called it. 
Shakespeare’s contemporary, Samuel Daniel, had used it 
in his Complaint of Rosamond (1592), and it may be 
that the grave beauty of this work suggested to Shake- 
speare the use of this stanzaic form. 

It is an interesting fact that Shakespeare was at work 
on this poem at the very time that he was engaged in 
revising Titus Andronicus. There are several points of 
resemblance between play and poem, particularly in the 
manner in which a veil of poetry is thrown over a tale of 
brutal outrage. It is possible, though of course not cer- 
tain, that the rape of Lavinia in the play suggested to 
Shakespeare a narrative poem on the famous story of 
Lucretia. 

Like Venus and Adonis, Lucrece purports to be a nar- 
rative poem, but the narrative is even less essential in 
this than in the earlier work. Shakespeare omits the in- 
teresting incidents of the rivalry between the husbands 
at camp as to the virtues of their wives at home, and the 
visit of the lords to Rome with the winning of the wager 
by Lucretia’s husband. At the close of the poem, too, 
he hurries over the consequences of her suicide, the revolt 
of the people and the expulsion of the Tarquins. What 
interested him was not so much the story, but its emo- 
tional values, the struggle in the heart of Sextus between 
shame and lust, and the bitter anguish of Lucrece after 
the perpetration of the outrage. These are in their 
essence dramatic themes belonging rather to tragedy 
than to narrative poetry; and as we have already seen 
Shakespeare was not yet prepared to handle high themes 
of tragedy. The situation, the conflicting emotions of 
Sextus before the deed, are not unlike those of Macbeth 
before the murder of Duncan, but what a difference in 
the writer’s grasp and power between the diffuse argu- 
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ment pro and con of Sextus and the brief soliloquy of 
Macbeth, where every word goes home. Lucrece finds 
less readers today than J’enus and Adonis. To our 
minds the poem drags interminably; to appreciate it 
properly we should strive to put ourselves back in the 
mood of the Renaissance reader and enjoy with him the 
“eonceits,’ the sententiw, and the eloquence of the long 
tirades. It is in these tirades, the long set speeches that 
correspond to the “discourses” of Venus and Adonis 
that the poet has expended all his strength, and they 
abound in lovely single lines as in the apostrophe to 
Time 
Thou ceaseless lackey to Eternity 


who delights 


To feed oblivion with decay of things. 


To enjoy Lucrece one should read the poem slowly, a 
little at a time, with an eye open to catch and appreciate 
at their worth Shakespeare’s felicities of diction, felici- 
ties that often link it with his supreme lyrical expression 
in the Sonnets. 


On May 20, 1609, Thomas Thorpe, a not very repu- 
table publisher, entered in the Stationers’ Register a 
book called “Shakespeares sonnettes.”” He published it 
the same year, appending to the sonnets an elegiac poem, 
The Lover’s Complaint. We may disregard this last; 
there is no warrant for ascribing it to Shakespeare 
except the statement of an unscrupulous publisher. 

The text is not too good; there are misprints and evi- 
dent corruptions, enough to show that Shakespeare had 
not authorized publication and read the proof as he had 
done for the poems. There is reason to believe that 
Thorpe secured various manuscripts in which Shake- 
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speare’s sonnets were circulating, arranged them as best 
he could, and gave them to the world. The book was a 
“stolen and surreptitious copy’; but we may well be 
grateful to Thorpe, for without his enterprise we might 
never have known some of the loveliest sonnets in the 
English language. 

Instead of a dedication by the poet to his patron, 
Thorpe wrote his own dedication in terms that have 
puzzled readers ever since: To the onlie begetter of 
these insuing sonnets Mr. W. H. all happinesse and 
that eternity promised by our ever living poet wisheth 
the well-wishing adventurer in setting forth. T. T. It 
is best to take the word “‘begetter’ in the sense of in- 
spirer, that is, the friend who was the inspiration of 
most of the sonnets. Evidently Thorpe knew, or thought 
he knew, the identity of the friend whom he addresses as 
Mr. W. H. and for whom he wishes the immortality of 
fame that the sonnets so often promise the friend. If 
Thorpe really knew, it seems a pity that he hid his 
knowledge behind the mysterious initials. Had he 
spoken out he would have saved the world of scholarship 
many volumes of weary controversy. 

Thorpe’s enterprise in securing and publishing the 
sonnets was not rewarded. It is interesting to note that 
while the poems were very successful, the volume of 
sonnets, so greatly superior as poetry, fell almost dead 
from the press. No second edition was called for until 
1640 when they were included in the volume called 
Poems Written by Wil. Shakespeare Gent., where they 
were fortified, so to speak, by the addition of other 
poems, including the well-known elegy on Shakespeare 
by the young John Milton. Little interest was shown in 
them during the late seventeenth and eighteenth century. 
Only when students of Shakespeare began to suspect 
that some passionate secret of his life was concealed in 
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these poems did attention revert to them. Even down to 
the present there has been more discussion—for the most 
part futile—of the “mystery of the sonnets” than appre- 
ciation of the poetry they contain. 

It is harder to date the Sonnets than it is to date one 
of Shakespeare’s plays. In fact, it is impossible to fix on 
a year or two in which they were written, for the simple 
reason that they seem to have been written over a period 
of years, three at least, at various times. Probably they 
may be regarded as occasional verses or verse-letters 
sent from time to time by Shakespeare to his friend or 
to his mistress. Yet it is possible to set certain limits 
within which the greater part of them were in all likeli- 
hood composed. 

A comparison of the sonnets with the poems and the 
plays goes to show a large number of correspondences in 
thought and expression between them and the poems and 
the plays up to 1594-95; a much smaller number with 
plays after 1596-97. This internal evidence is strength- 
ened by what we know of the vogue of the sonnet, espe- 
cially of the sonnet-sequence in the 1590’s. In 1591 
Sidney’s Astrophel and Stella, which had been circulat- 
ing in manuscript, got into print. Sidney’s fame, the ro- 
mantic story enshrined in this sequence, and the beauty 
of the poetry, gave the work an instant and great success. 
It set a fashion and all the poetasters and many of 
the poets of the day broke out in like fashion. Con- 
stable, Daniel, Drayton, all composed sonnet-sequences ; 
Spenser’s lovely Amoretti appeared in 1595. It would 
be strange if Shakespeare, always responsive to the 
fashions of the day, had himself not experimented in this 
form. In fact, we know that he did; his early plays, 
Love’s Labour’s Lost and Romeo and Juliet, contain son- 
nets, and in 1598 Meres spoke of “mellifluous and honey- 
tongued Shakespeare witness his . . . sugred sonnets 
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among his private friends.” Evidently by 1598 Shake- 
speare had not only begun to write sonnets but copies 
of his poems in this form were circulating among his 
friends, yet not so privately as to escape the notice of 
the inquiring Meres. It is safe to assume that most of the 
sonnets were composed somewhere between 1594 and 
1598; some, it may be later; one indeed, number 107, has 
been thought to allude to the death of Elizabeth in 1603. 

Shakespeare followed the fashion, but as usual he fol- 
lowed it in his own way. His sonnets are not a conven- 
tional sonnet-sequence; they bear*no title, they are not 
for the most part addressed to a woman, but to a friend, 
and the conventional lament that mourns an unrequited 
love is altogether absent. Yet like other sequences of the 
time, notably those of Sidney and Spenser, Shakespeare’s 
sonnets seem to spring from a personal experience and 
to imply, though not to tell, a story. Briefly the story 
seems to be this: the poet has a friend, young, beautiful, 
of high birth, whom he loves better than himself; he has 
also a mistress, the so-called Dark Lady, an accom- 
plished and fascinating wanton who at once attracts and 
repels him; “Two loves have I,” he writes in sonnet 104. 
The woman seduces the friend who betrays the poet, but 
after a brief period of alienation the poet forgives and 
rejoins his friend, assured, as a man of the Renaissance 
would be, that true friendship is a purer, loftier thing 
than woman’s love. Some such story seems, indeed, to be 
implied, but there are many sonnets that have no rela- 
tion to the story, and to think of Shakespeare’s sonnets 
as written to immortalize such an experience, if such 
there was, is quite to misunderstand them. 

Assuming that the sonnets imply such a story a natural 
question arises as to the identity of the friend and of the 
mistress. To this question various answers have been 
given. The friend has been identified with Southampton, 
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naturally enough considering the known relation be- 
tween Shakespeare and his patron. But if the friend 
was, as seems certain, Mr. W. H. of the dedication, he 
cannot also be Henry Wriothesley, Earl of Southamp- 
ton, and there are other reasons against this identifica- 
tion. Again, the friend has been found in William, Lord 
Herbert, Earl of Pembroke, one of the brothers to whom 
the First Folio was dedicated. This theory carried with 
it the notion that the Dark Lady was Mary Fitton, one 
of the Queen’s maids of honor, with whom Herbert is 
known to have carried on an intrigue. There are, how- 
ever, very strong arguments against this theory which 
is now abandoned by most scholars. It is no doubt wiser 
to renounce any attempt at identification and think of 
Mr. W. H. simply as a charming young gentleman of 
good birth who was fortunate enough to win the almost 
adoring friendship of the poet. As for the lady the less 
said of her, perhaps, the better. 

It is a relief to turn from such matters to the true, the 
poetic values of the sonnets. They are written like most 
sonnets of that age in the English form which Surrey 
had invented as an equivalent to the Italian sonnet with 
its division into the octave (eight lines) and sestet (six 
lines). This English form consists of three quatrains 
rhyming abab, ceded, efef, and closing with a couplet. 
This gives a progressive movement, repeating, illustrat- 
ing, reinforcing the topic, and winding up with a sen- 
tentious comment in the couplet. The English form may 
lack the unity of the Italian with its interwoven rhymes 
and the harmonious correspondence of the sestet to the 
octave that precedes it. Indeed from the time of Milton 
English poets for the most part have preferred the 
Italian form. Yet in the hands of such a poet as Shake- 
speare the English form reveals undreamed of qualities 
of beauty, grace, and dignity. 
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This is not to say that all the sonnets are of great 
and equal value; on the contrary, many of them are 
slight things, occasional verses, too often marred by the 
Elizabethan fondness for strained conceits. But when 
the poet is strongly moved he rises to very lofty heights 
of thought and to such perfection of expression as is 
matched, if mat-hed at all, only in his own plays. What 
moves him most and stirs him to such expression is the 
Renaissance theme of Beauty, beauty revealed in the 
person of his friend, beauty that irresistibly evokes love, 
beauty warred upon by Time, love triumphing over the 
wreckage of Time, and conferring immortality on the 
beautiful beloved in enduring verse. 


Love’s not Time’s fool, though rosy lips and cheeks 
Within his bending sickle’s compass come; 
Love alters not with his brief hours and weeks, 
But bears it out even to the edge of doom. 

If this be error and upon me proved, 

I never writ, nor no man ever loved. 


It would be well for the young student to avoid a con- 
secutive reading of the sonnets, especially if undertaken 
in the vain hope of puzzling out the story. It would be 
more profitable by far to select a few written in what 
Tennyson called the deeper vein, read and re-read them, 
get them by heart, and learn the truth of Shakespeare’s 
words when he spoke of 


Beauty making beautiful old rhyme. 


In the great sonnets, as nowhere else in his works, we 
may hear the voice of the supreme master of English 
poetry opening his heart, revealing his profoundest 
thoughts and most poignant emotions in accents surer of 
immortality than the eternity promised to the beloved 
‘friend. 


CHAPTER XII 
THE TEXT OF SHAKESPEARE 


Tur student who reads a play of Shakespeare’s in the 
usual school or college textbook probably thinks, if he 
thinks about the matter at all, that he is reading what 
Shakespeare wrote as certainly as if he were reading a 
modern play by Shaw or Eugene O’Neill. On the other 
hand, a student who opens a critical edition of Shake- 
speare, such as the Furness Variorum, is likely to be 
greatly puzzled by the multitude of readings in the 
textual notes with their references to quartos, folios, and 
modern emendations. The truth is that in no single play 
of Shakespeare’s can we be quite sure that we are in 
every line reading the very words the poet wrote. And 
the reason for this lies in the methods of the publication 
of plays in Shakespeare’s day, a method which was 
widely different from that followed by a dramatist of 
today. Mr. Shaw, for instance, when he is ready to pub- 
lish a play contracts for its appearance with a publisher, 
sends him a neatly typed manuscript, receives several 
sets of proof which he carefully corrects, and finally 
sees his work given to the world in a printed form as 
nearly accurate as human ingenuity and care can make 
it. Things were otherwise in Shakespeare’s day. 

In the first place throughout the greater part of 
Shakespeare’s life plays were hardly regarded as liter- 
ature in the true sense of the word. They were written 
to be produced on the stage, not for publication. “Com- 
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edies,”’ said Marston, Shakespeare’s contemporary play- 
wright, “are writ to be spoken, not read.” It is true that 
in the early years of the seventeenth century, owing in 
part to the excellence of Shakespeare’s own works, plays 
began to rise in estimation, and various authors, Chap- 
man, Jonson, Heywood, and Massinger, began to send 
their plays to the press with dedications to prospective 
patrons. Shakespeare, however, never did so, and he was 
well on in his career before his name appeared on the 
title-page of any of his plays; Love’s Labour’s Lost, 
Richard II, and Richard III were all published in 
1598, the year in which Meres proclaimed the excellence 
of Shakespeare as poet and playwright, as the work of 
Shakespeare. Evidently by this time his name had an 
advertising and commercial value. 

The usual practice, as has already been said (page 
69), was for a dramatist to sell his play outright to 
a company of actors. It then became their exclusive 
property; it was considered distinctly unethical for a 
writer to re-sell his play to a publisher. After securing 
a license for performance from the Master of the Revels, 
making the changes, if any, that he demanded, cutting 
the manuscript to a proper length for the two-hour limit, 
and equipping it with the necessary stage-directions, the 
company entrusted it to their bookkeeper, who had it 
bound up, often in an old bit of vellum, and carefully 
preserved it among the company’s archives. 

This final form y as the so-called “book of the play,” 
and as a rule the company was most reluctant to allow 
the publication of this their property. For this there 
were two reasons: rightly or wrongly they felt that if 
the public could read a play they would be less likely 
to come to the theatre to see it. A still stronger reason 
was that if a play were in print it would be difficult, if 
not impossible, to prevent another company from acting 
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it in London or on the road. There were at that time no 
such stringent laws tu prevent the infringement of stage 
copyright as exist today. Nevertheless the public 
which flocked to see plays on the stage was equally 
eager to read them in print and as always the demand 
created the supply. All through Shakespeare’s life- 
time his plays as well as those of his contemporaries 
kept appearing in print. Finally, in 1616, the year of 
Shakespeare's death, Jonson set the seal of his great 
reputation upon the practice ef publication by collecting 
such of his plays as he was willing to own, seeing them 
through the press, and giving them to the world with the 
title of The Works of Benjamin Jonson, a title, by the 
way, which elicited a good deal of ridicule at the time, 
since mere plays were hardly considered to be “works.” 

There were various ways in which copy for setting up 
a play in print might come into a publisher’s hands. 
These may be distinguished as legitimate and illegiti- 
mate methods. It was, of course, illegitimate for a pub- 
lisher to. print and sell a play without the consent of its 
owners the actors, but in the absence of copyright laws 
at that time the owners had no redress. A publisher bent 
on securing copy might send a stenographer to the 
theatre to take down the play in shorthand. We know 
enough of the systems of shorthand in use at that time 
to be sure that such a report would be very imperfect. 
In fact, Heywood, one of Shakespeare’s contemporaries, 
remarks of a successful play of his own that 


“some by Stenography drew 
“The plot: put it in print: (scarce one word trew:)” 


A similar practice would be to send a man or men re- 
peatedly to a play to memorize and report as much of 
it as possible. This, too, would not be likely to get satis- 
factory results but would at least produce copy that 
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could be palmed off on the public. Lastly, and this is a 
method from which we know that Shakespeare suffered, 
it was possible to bribe one of the hired men of the act- 
ing company to transcribe his own carefully written-out 
part, which would of course be an accurate reproduction 
of his rôle, and to eke this out by repeating from memory 
what he had heard his fellow actors recite in rehearsals 
or public performances. It seems fairly certain that the 
first editions of Romeo and Juliet, The Merry Wives, 
Henry V, and Hamlet rest upon copy obtained in this 
fashion. After the publication of the first quarto. of 
Hamlet, Shakespeare no longer suffered from such 
piracy; it seems likely that his company detected and 
discharged the thief. 

Such illegitimate methods, however, were exceptional. 
Most Elizabethan publishers were honest business men, 
and copy for the great majority of plays published in 
Shakespeare’s lifetime was obtained in perfectly legiti- 
mate fashion. When a company broke up, for instance, 
as Pembroke’s Men did in 1594, their play-books might 
be sold to publishers and the money divided among the 
needy actors. Similarly, when a company was in straits 
for money it might dispose of its play-books in this 
fashion. It is an interesting fact that during and im- 
mediately after the great plague years of 1593-94 and 
1603-1604 an unusual number of plays issued from the 
press. Finally a company might consent, however re- 
luctantly, to the publication of an authentic edition of 
one of their plays to supplant a “stolen and surrepti- 
tious” copy. It seems fairly certain that the second edi- 
tions of Romeo and Juliet, and Hamlet, for instance, 
were printed from copy supplied by the actors and pub- 
lished to supplant the badly garbled reports of these 
plays in the first quartos; the second quarto of Hamlet, 
in fact, carries on the title-page the statement that it is 
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“enlarged to almost as much again as it was, according 
to the true and perfect copy.” It has been suggested also 
that the first edition of Lear rests upon copy supplied 
the publisher to forestall the appearance of a stolen and 
garbled version like the first quarto Hamlet, which the 
actors had reason to believe was about to be published. 

When an honest publisher got the manuscript of a 
play his first action was to pay the usual fee of 6d. and 
enter it on the Stationers’ Register. This was the record 
kept by the corporation of printers and publishers, and 
an entry therein of intent to publish any book protected 
or was supposed to protect the entrant from infringe- 
ment of his right by a fellow member of the corporation. 
Another purpose of such an entry was to prevent the 
illicit publication of a play. Roberts, who printed the 
play-bills for Shakespeare’s company, was frequently 
employed to enter plays that they wished to withhold 
for the present from publication, 

It was not necessary to make such an entry and it is 
an interesting fact that most stolen plays were published 
without an entry in the Register. Having thus secured 
his rights the publisher turned his copy over to a printer 
to compose for him. Now the art of printing and of 
book-making in general was at a rather low ebb in Eliza- 
bethan England and plays were cheap books—the usual 
selling price was 6d. Consequently the printing as a rule 
was hastily and rather carelessly done. We must re- 
member also that if the compositor was setting up his 
form from a “book of the play,’ he was working on copy 
that had been cut, revised, altered, and emended on its 
passage from the author’s hands to those of the licenser 
and back again to the prompter, who scribbled stage 
directions and actors’ names in the margin. Even if 
there had been careful proof reading of the first impres- 
sion, the result would probably have been far from accu- 
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rate; but proof reading in an Elizabethan printing shop 
was notoriously careless. It was a rare exception for an 
author to read the proof of his plays as Jonson did for 
the publication of his folio edition. More often some one 
in the shop had a hasty glance at the sheets as they came 
from the press, corrected the more obvious blunders, and 
made the compositor correct his forms. By this time, 
however, a number of sheets had been struck off and 
instead of throwing them away and starting afresh, the 
old misprinted sheets were bound up indiscriminately 
with the new more or less corrected ones. As a result, 
it is unusual to find copies of the same edition of a play 
which correspond exactly. Of the first quarto. of Lear, 
one of the worst jobs of printing turned out in Shake- 
speare’s days, some nine or ten copies still survive and 
not a single one of these even approaches accuracy ; every 
copy has some corrected and some uncorrected sheets, 
and no two of them correspond. It is not surprising, 
therefore, that the text of Elizabethan plays is far from 
representing accurately the words the author wrote. 
Sixteen of Shakespeare’s plays were published in 
quarto form during his lifetime and one more, Othello, 
six years after his death just before the appearance of 
the First Folio. These sixteen are now divided into two 
classes, the good and the bad quartos. The bad quaittos 
are those which were published without the conses of 
the actors, copy for which had been obtained by ag of 
the illegitimate methods described above. There are five, 
perhaps one should say six of these, namely Romeo and 
Juliet, The Merry Wives, Henry V, Hamlet and 
Pericles, to which we might add Troilus and Cressida, 
although this play was apparently printed from a fairly 
accurate transcript of Shakespeare’s manuscript (cf. 
page 152 above). The other ten, or eleven, were honestly 
secured and, as a rule, present a text nearer to Shake- 
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speare’s original than that of the Folio version of the 
play. In fact, it is now known that certain plays in the 
Folio were printed directly from quarto editions; a word 
will be said of this hereafter. Al these quartos good and 
bad, except those of Lear, Troilus, and Pericles, were 
published before 1603, that is, before Shakespeare’s 
company became the King’s Men; after that date they 
seem to have had influence enough with the Master of 
the Revels, who now claimed the right to license plays 
for publication as well as for the stage, to stop the print- 
ing of all but these three plays. All his other plays, some 
nineteen or twenty in number, remained in manuscript 
in the hands of the Company until 1623 when they 
appeared in the Folio. 

The following table shows the dates of the quarto edi- 
tions of Shakespeare’s plays up to 1623, and also the 
comparative popularity of the plays. 

Titus .sseecveseee 1594, 1600, 1611 
Richard II ....... 1597, 1598, 1608, 1615 


Richard III ...... 1597, 1598, 1602, 1605, 1612, 1622 
Romeo and Juliet .. 1597, 1599, 1609, one undated quarto 
I Henry IV ..... . 1598, 1599, 1604, 1608, 1613, 1622 


Love’s Labour’s Lost 1598 
Merchant of Venice 1600, 1619 
Hen V ..... ... 1600, 1602, 1619 
Much Ado ...s060. 1600 
IT Rr IV ..... 1600 
Midsummer Night's 
Dream ...eee+. 1600, 1619 
Merry Wives ..... 1602, 1619 
Hamlet .......... 1603, 1604, 1605, 1611 
Lear .sesessasese 1608, 1619 
Troilus ..veceeee- 1609 
Pericles ........+. 1609 (two editions), 1611, 1619 
Othello ..... diesa 1022 
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The publication of Jonson’s collected plays in the 
Folio of 1616 may have suggested the collection and 
publication of the plays of his even more famous con- 
temporary, William Shakespeare, who died in that year. 
The idea seems to have occurred first about 1619 to an 
unscrupulous publisher, Thomas Pavier. He owned the 
copyrights of the corrupt version of Henry V, of the 
Contention and the True Tragedy (see page 127), of 
a murder play called A Yorkshire Tragedy, which he 
had published as the work of Shakespeare as far back 
as 1605, and of a chronicle play, Sir John Oldcastle, 
often confused with Shakespeare’s Henry IV, where 
Falstaff, as we have seen, was originally called Old- 
castle. In addition to these he picked up copies of the 
popular Pericles, of the Merchant of Venice and Mid- 
summer Night’s Dream, both long out of print, and 
secured from the owners the right to reprint the corrupt 
Merry Wives and the one edition of Lear. These ten 
plays he apparently meant to publish in a single volume, 
offering them to the public as a collection of Shake- 
speare’s plays. He had actually started the printing of 
the set in quarto form when he was forced to abandon 
his purpose. Possibly the Company got wind of his 
scheme and appealed to their patron, Shakespeare’s 
friend, William Lord Herbert, then Lord Chamberlain. 
In May, 1619, Herbert wrote to the Stationers’ Company 
forbidding the printing of any of the King’s Men’s plays 
without their consent. Pavier, however, was unwilling to 
lose the money he had already spent on the work and 
proceeded to issue these ten plays in quarto form sepa- 
rately, except for the two Henry VI plays, which ap- 
peared in one volume under the title of The Whole Con- 
tention, etc. To cover his traces he gave false dates to 
a number of the plays, to Henry V, that of 1608, to the 
Merchant and Midsummer Night’s Dream, 1600 (the 
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date of the original quartos) with the lying statement 
that they were printed by J. Roberts, dead some years 
before. On the title page of his Lear he put the name of 
Butter, the original publisher, and the date 1608. The 
Merry Wives and Pericles he dated correctly, 1619. 
These copies he disposed of separately, but it is known 
that a number of them were bound up by purchasers 
into a collected volume, one specimen of which still 
exists in the Folger Library at Washington. Pavier’s 
trickery and the false dates he placed on various vol- 
umes long caused great confusion to Shakespeare’s bib- 
liographers, but some clever bibliographical and typo- 
graphical detective work about 1909 cleared up the 
whole matter. The various editions dated 1619 in the 
table on page 201 are those which Pavier published in 
that year, regardless of the date he set on the title 
pages. 

It must have been shortly after the break-down of 
Pavier’s plan of publication, possibly even in conse- 
quence of it, that two of Shakespeares “fellows,” 
Heminges and Condell, resolved to collect and publish 
all his plays. These two were at this time, 1620, the sole 
surviving members of the original Globe “housekeepers,” 
special friends of Shakespeare to whom he had in his 
will left a handsome sum for the purchase of memorial 
rings. As old members of the Company they probably 
had little difficulty in securing permission to print from 
the “play-books” the hitherto unpublished plays, but to 
secure permission to reprint those already in existence 
in quarto form involved probably a good deal of bar- 
gaining with the owners of the copyrights. To secure 
these and to finance an expensive undertaking a partner- 
ship was formed by Jaggard, printer of play-bills for 
the King’s Men, and Blount, a publisher of some stand- 
ing who owned the copyrights to dntony and Cleopatra 
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and Pericles though he had never published either. Later 
two other publishers, Smithwick and Aspley, who be- 
tween them controlled the copyright of six plays, were 
added to the partnership, and the volume was finally 
printed at their joint expense. 

On November 8, 1623, Blount and Jaggard entered in 
the Stationers’ Register “Master William Shakspeers 
Comedyes, Histories and Tragedyes, soe manie of the 
said copies as are not formerly entred to other men viz‘. 
Comedyes. The Tempest. The two gentlemen of Verona. 
Measure for Measure. The Comedy of Errors. As you 
like it. All’s well that ends well. Twelfe Night. The 
winters tale. Histories. The thirde part of Henry ye 
sixt. Henry the eight. Tragedies. Coriolanus. Timon 
of Athens. Julius Cæsar. Mackbeth. Anthonie and 
Cleopatra. Cymbeline.” 

One or two comments on this list are necessary. The 
“thirde part of Henry the Sixt” refers to what we now 
know as the first part; the two Contention plays had 
been entered by Pavier in 1602 as the first and second 
part of Henry VI. It would have been more accurate to 
speak of the play now entered as a third play introduc- 
tory to the other two. There is no mention in this list of 
King John, which had neither been entered nor published 
previously, but this play, as has been shown (page 134), 
was Shakespeare’s re-writing of an old chronicle, and 
registration was probably considered unnecessary. The 
Taming of the Shrew, also omitted from this list, is a 
re-writing of A Shrew (see page 144) of which Smith- 
wick, one of the Folio syndicate, owned the copyright. 

The owners of Troilus made so much difficulty in re- 
leasing the copyright that it was at first intended to omit 
this play from the collection; it is not mentioned in the 
catalogue of plays prefixed to the volume and was appar- 
ently crowded in at the last moment between the His- 
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tories and the Tragedies. Pericles, although owned by 
Blount, was omitted from the collection, as was the 
collaborated play, The Two Noble Kinsmen (see pages 
172 and 180). 

The Folio was a rather pretentious volume. It in- 
cluded besides the plays, a short poem by Jonson on 
the portrait; the well-known Droeshout portrait of 
Shakespeare, possibly costumed for the part of Old 
Knowell in Jonson’s Every Man In, inserted on the title- 
page after the statement that Shakespeare’s Comedies, 
Histories, and Tragedies are here “published according 
to the true original copies”; an elaborate dedication to 
“the most noble and incomparable pair of brethren, 
William Earl of Pembroke and Philip Earl of Mont- 
gomery,” signed by Heminges and Condell; an epistle “to 
the great variety of readers” also signed by Heminges 
and Condell, but possibly written by Jonson; a long 
poem “to the memory of my beloved, the author, Mr. 
William Shakespeare and what he hath left us,” by 
Ben Jonson; a sonnet by Hugh Holland; an elegy by 
L. Digges; and a short poem by an unknown I. M. 
Then follows the list of actors’ names already referred 
to (page 65), a catalogue of several comedies, his- 
tories, and tragedies arranged in these three groups, and 
the plays begin with The Tempest. 

In the epistle to the readers, Shakespeare’s friends 
state that whereas the public had heretofore been abused 
by “diverse stolen and surreptitious copies,” even these 
were now offered to view “cured and perfect.” These 
expressions were once thought to be a denunciation of 
all editions published before the Folio, but it is more 
likely that the reference was only to the “bad quartos.” 
Modern scholarship has, in fact, demonstrated that vari- 
ous quarto editions were actually sent to Jaggard’s 
printing shop to be used as copy for the Folio. Thus 
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Love’s Labour’s Lost, Romeo and Juliet, and The Mer-~ 
chant of Venice were reprinted in the Folio from quarto 
editions; Richard II, Midsummer Nights Dream, 
I Henry IV, Titus, and Much Ado were printed from 
quarto copies which had been used in the theatre as 
prompt books and contained various corrections and 
marginal notes. For six other plays which had previ- 
ously been published, Richard III, II Henry IV, Ham- 
let, Lear, Troilus, and Othello, Heminges and Condell 
preferred to rely upon the Company’s “play-books,” 
even when, as is the case with Hamlet, the quarto pre- 
sented a fuller and presumably more accurate form. 
The bad quartos £ Henry V and Merry Wives were 
naturally rejected, and here as with the twenty unpub- 
lished plays they drew upon the “play-books.” It is 
very doubtful whether they actually sent the valuable 
“play-books”?” bearing the Master of the Revels license 
to the printing shop; more likely they arranged to have 
them transcribed and sent the transcripts to Jaggard. It 
has been suggested also that the original play-books were 
lost for certain plays, as we know that of The Winter’s 
Tale was in August, 1623, before the Folio was printed 
and that copy was prepared by “assembling” the actors’ 
parts and so reconstructing the play. The evidence for 
this view, however, is not very strong. 

From what has been said it is plain that the Folio. can 
no longer be regarded as presenting everywhere the 
exact words of Shakespeare, “‘absolute in their numbers, 
as he conceived them,” to quote a phrase of the epistle. 
Shakespeare’s fellows, no doubt, did their best, but they 
were not critical scholars nor expert editors; and the 
text of the Folio, once regarded with almost superstitious 
reverence, leaves much to be desired. There are many 
palpable misprints, some careless omissions of words, 
phrases and even whole lines. There are evident signs 


THE TEXT OF SHAKESPEARE 207 


of editing in modernization of spelling and grammar and 
in a rather inconsistent purging the text of profanity. 

When one turns, moreover, from the text to the stage- 
directions, to exits and entrances, and to division into 
acts and scenes, the Folio is quite unsatisfactory. It has 
taken the labor of Shakespearean scholars a couple 
of centuries and more to restore the text of Shakespeare 
to something approximately like the “true original,” and 
there is still work to be done. Some account of these 
labors will be found in a later chapter. 

A second Folio published in 1632, reprinted the frst, 
corrected some obvious misprints, and introduced a num- 
ber of fresh ones. No other edition appeared until Res- 
toration times, when the Third Folio was issued in 1663. 
To a second issue of this edition in 1664 there were 
added a new group of plays; of these Pericles, appear- 
ing for the first time in a folio collection, alone has any 
claim to authenticity. The others, The London Prodi- 
gal, Thomas Lord Cromwell, Sir John Oldcastle, 
The Puritan, A Yorkshire Tragedy, and Locrine, 
are all spurious, and are no longer found in any 
edition of Shakespeare. The Fourth and last Folio 
was printed in 1685. No authority can be attached to any 
alterations in these later editions, as one folio simply 
reprints another, making some obvious corrections and 
introducing new errors. The work of actual editing 
begins with Rowe’s edition in 1709, 


CHAPTER XIII 
EDITORS AND EDITIONS 


THE student of today familiar with the text of Shake- 
speare in the current amended and annotated editions of 
his plays can have little or no conception of the difficul- 
ties which confronted readers of the poet at the close of 
the seventeenth century. The First Folio was, as has been 
said, a poor piece of work, abounding in misprints, con- 
fused and confusing punctuation, printing verse some- 
times as prose and sometimes prose as verse, Every suc- 
ceeding folio increased the difficulty and confusion by 
adding to the errors of the first until the text had become 
a veritable jungle of errors and obscurities. It is no 
wonder that even such a lover of Shakespeare and such 
a clear-sighted critic as Dryden complained at times of 
the difficulty of the poet’s style. With the beginning of 
the eighteenth century the first attempt was made to 
render his work more generally intelligible. It is prob- 
able that the idea of an emended, legible, and popular 
edition to replace the expensive and unsatisfactory 
folios occurred first to a famous publisher of the day, 
the well-known Tonson. He engaged the services of 
Nicholas Rowe, a practicing and successful playwright, 
to edit the plays of Shakespeare. 

Rowe’s work of reform, published first in 1709, was 
partial and unsatisfactory. He based his text upon the 
Fourth Folio, the worst of the four, and as a natural re- 
sult reproduced many of its errors, retaining also the 
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spurious plays which had been added to the text in 1664. 
He did, however, consult some of the quartos and added 
to the text passages wanting in all the folios, notably the 
last soliloquy of Hamlet. His chief work apparently, 
apart from the correction of obvious errors, was to give a 
list of dramatis persone for each play—only eight of 
such lists appear in the folios—and to divide the plays 
into acts and scenes. This division he carried out in 
accordance with the stage practice of his day, a practice 
quite different from that of the Elizabethans. In the 
main Rowe’s arrangement has prevailed to the present 
day, often to the bewilderment of the reader as when he 
split the beginning of the second act of Romeo and Juliet 
into two scenes where Shakespeare evidently meant it to 
run on without a break. To a second edition of the 
plays, 1714, Rome prefixed the first biography of Shake- 
speare. 

Rowe’s editions apparently whetted the public ap- 
petite for a revised version of Shakespeare and about 
1720 Tonson called on Pope, then at the height of his 
fame as translator of the Iliad, to. superintend the pub- 
lication of a new edition. This appeared in a handsome 
and expensive form in 1725. Pope discarded the seven 
plays added to the third folio, excluding even Pericles. 
In his preface he professed to have made a careful 
collation of the old editions, to have put the various 
readings in the margin, to have explained obsolete words 
and in general to have “discharged the dull duty of an 
editor” to the best of his judgment. Unfortunately 
Pope’s judgment as an editor was far below his genius 
as a poet. He based his text in the main upon Rowe, 
only occasionally consulted the original copies, con- 
stantly altered the text to suit his own conception of 
propriety of language and regularity of metre, and worst 
of all cut out many passages which he considered un- 
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worthy of Shakespeare, stigmatizing them as interpola- 
tions by the actors and relegating them to the foot of 
the page or omitting them without notice. It seems 
hardly credible, but it is true, that he treated one of 
Shakespeare’s grandest lines in this fashion, degrading 


“The multitudinous seas incarnadine”’ 


to a footnote and misprinting it even there. 

Much had been expected of Pope’s work and although 
he made some ingenious conjectures and occasionally 
corrected a bit of mangled metre, there was a general 
sense of disappointment. This found a voice and very 
emphatic utterance in the year following the appearance 
of his edition. 

In 1726 Lewis Theobald, a first-rate classical scholar, 
for years a student of Shakespeare and of Elizabethan 
literature, published a work entitled Shakespeare 
Restored, or a specimen of the many errors as well com- 
mitted as left unamended by Mr. Pope. About two-thirds 
of the book was devoted to a rectification of the text of 
Hamlet; an appendix of some sixty pages contained 
emendations for most of the other plays. Perhaps the 
most famous of these was the correction of Mrs. Quick- 
ly’s phrase in describing the death of Falstaff which was 
printed in the Folio: “his Nose was as sharpe as a Pen, 
and a table of greene fields.” Pope, who had been puzzled 
by the last quite unintelligible words, explained them as 
a stage direction which had crept into the text; a table 
was wanted for a tavern scene, he said, and Greenfield, 
the property man, was direeted to have one ready. Quite 
an ingenious guess; unfortunately there never was any 
such person as Greenfield and directions of this sort 
never occur in the middle of a scene. Theobald’s emenda- 
tion “and a (2.e. he) babbled of green fields” is so. happy 
that one feels that if Shakespeare did not write the 


EDITORS AND EDITIONS 211 


phrase he certainly should have done so. It has been 
universally received into the text. This is only one of 
some three hundred of Theobald’s corrections and 
emendations which have been very generally accepted by 
later editors. 

Pope naturally was furious at Theobald’s exposure c 
his incompetence as an editor, He made Theobald 
“piddling Tibbald” as he called him, the hero of his firs 
version of the Dunciad, 1728, and was never weary ef 
abusing him and crying down his work. Undismayed, 
however, Theobald proceeded to bring out his own edi- 
tion in seven volumes in 1734. In spite of the fact that 
Theobald used Pope’s text to print from—a mere con- 
cession to convenience—it is with this edition that a real 
beginning was made of the slow process of correcting 
the text of Shakespeare. Pope fancied that he was de- 
riding Theobald by calling him The Restorer. It is a 
title that Theobald might have been proud to claim and 
he deserves it better than any other editor of Shake- 
speare. Working as he did without the apparatus of dic- 
tionaries, concordances, reprints of old plays and rare 
books accessible to the student today, he accomplished 
wonders. Yet the cloud of misrepresentation raised 
around him by Pope and Pope’s disciples was so thick 
that it is only in late years that his true merit has been 
recognized. This merit can be stated very briefly: Theo- 
bald brought to the restoration of the text of Shake- 
speare the same diligence in collation, the same wide 
reading in contemporary literature, and the same reason- 
able prudence in emendation which heretofore had been 
practiced in the restoration of a Greek or Latin text; in 
other words he treated Shakespeare as a true scholar of 
the Renaissance treated an old classic. 

Passing over other eighteenth-century editions we 
come in 1765 to that of Dr. Johnson. Johnson did little 
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to improve the text, but his explanations of difficult 
passages remain today among the most convincing of the 
many that crowd the pages of the Variorum Shakespeare. 
Johnson’s contemporary, Capell, made the fullest and 
most scholarly collation of the various texts that had yet 
appeared. Unfortunately his clumsy style—Johnson de- 
clared that he “gabbled monstrously’ —robbed his work 
of half its value. 

Malone’s edition, 1790, restored Pericles to the plays 
and added the poems and sonnets which an earlier editor 
had rejected because, he said, “the strongest Act of 
Parliament that could be framed would fail to compel 
readers into their service.” Malone’s special merit was 
his knowledge of Elizabethan life and literature; he in- 
augurated the study of the chronology of Shakespeare’s 
plays, and his tireless researches in Shakespearean lore 
were included after his death in the so-called Third 
Variorum edited in 1821 by the younger James Boswell. 

Few of the many nineteenth-century editions deserve 
special mention. Little by little the work of correcting 
and explaining the text of Shakespeare went forward. 
Knight’s once popular editions, 1838-42 and 1842-44, 
showed a reversion to the letter-worship of the First 
Folio. J. P. Collier’s, 1841-44, work was marked, or 
rather marred, by perversely ingenious guesses for some 
of which that erratic scholar sought support by marginal 
entries, undoubtedly forged, in a copy of Fe. Finally, 
1863-66, the Cambridge Shakespeare edited by Clark, 
Glover, and Wright (revised 1891-93 by Wright) ap- 
peared with a complete apparatus criticus containing all 
the textual variations and the most significant conjec- 
tures of former editors. This edition long remained the 
standard; its text reprinted in the popular Globe edition 
and in the well-known Temple format, one play to one 
volume, became, so to speak, the textus receptus of 
Shakespeare. 
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The New Fariorum, begun in 1871 by Dr. Howard 
Furness, continued after his death by his son, now also 
deceased, and still in progress in the hands of a commit- 
tee of scholars, started with an eclectic text and later 
diverged into a reprint of the First Folio. Like the Cam- 
bridge it contains a complete collation of variants, the 
best emendations, and a vast number of explanatory 
notes, good and bad, wise and foolish. 

The best single volume texts of Shakespeare are the 
Oxford, edited by W. J. Craig, and the American Cam- 
bridge, edited by W. A. Neilson. The text of this latter, 
revised and reprinted in the popular Tudor edition, has 
deservedly attained wide circulation in this country; it 
forms the basis of the text offered in the present series. 

For the serious student copies or facsimile reprints of 
the folios, specifically of the First and of the various 
quartos are a prime necessity. There is an accurate re- 
print of this folio by Booth, 1862-64; another by Halli- 
well-Phillips, 1876, reproduced in smaller and cheaper 
form, unfortunately in such minute type as to be almost 
illegible. The best reproduction is probably that of Sid- 
ney Lee, 1902. The Shakespeare Quario Facsimiles, 
1880-89, forty-one volumes supervised by Dr. Furnivall, 
are indispensible, although at times not absolutely accu- 
rate. The prefaces to the various volumes contain very 
valuable textual studies. 

Of late years English scholars have devoted much 
time and pains to bibliographical and paleographical 
studies. A better knowledge of the ways of Elizabethan 
printers and the peculiarities of Elizabethan handwriting 
have suggested many plausible explanations of errors or 
variants in the old texts. The definitive text of Shake- 
speare has not yet appeared. There is still room for such 
an edition as Theobald would have given to the world 
had he possessed the knowledge and the facilities within 
easy reach of Shakespearean scholars today. 


CHAPTER XIV 
SHAKESPEAREAN CRITICISM 


Criticism is not, as is too often thought, a process of 
fault-finding. It is rather a process of discrimination, of 
sifting faults from merits, of determining the permanent 
as opposed to the ephemeral in an author’s work and of 
bringing to light beauties ignored by the casual reader. 
The progress of Shakespearean criticism, like that of 
the correction and elucidation of the text has been slow 
and gradual, Often it reveals the idiosyncracy of the 
critic and the prevailing critical standards of his age 
quite as much as it does the merits and defects of Shake- 
speare. Yet it is quite true to say that with a few negli- 
gible exceptions all critics of Shakespeare, whatever 
their personal prejudices, whatever the accepted critical 
dogmas of their age, have recognized his transcendent 
greatness. A brief review of the progress of Shake- 
spearean criticism from his own time to our own will 
make this clear. 

There was little or no criticism of Shakespeare in 
Elizabethan time. The triumphant success of his plays 
upon the stage found an echo in a chorus of praise from 
his contemporaries. Only Ben Jonson exercised a certain 
liberty of expression. When the players mentioned it as 
an honor to Shakespeare that in his writing, “he never 
blotted a line,” Jonson replied “would that he had 
blotted a thousand—he flowed with that facility that 
sometimes it was necessary that he should be stopped.” 


214 


SHAKESPEAREAN CRITICISM 215 


This is genuine criticism. One of the characteristics of 
Shakespeare’s art, like that of the Gothic workmen in 
Ruskin’s famous chapter, is the quality of redundance, 
“the uncalculating bestowal of the wealth of its labor.” 
Yet in his well-known eulogy of Shakespeare prefixed to 
the First Folio Jonson is lavish of praise. Shakespeare, 
he says, not only surpassed his contemporaries—~Jonson 
mentions by name Lyly, Kyd, and Marlowe,—but chal- 
lenged comparison with all the work cf “insolent Greece 
or haughty Rome.” He goes on to praise not only 
Shakespeare’s truth to nature but the “art” which turned 
and fashioned his “true-filed lines.” And finally his 
emphatic declaration that Shakespeare “was not of an 
age, but for all time” was the truest prophecy ever made 
by a poet-critic of a brother poet. 

No age had such difficulty in understanding and appre- 
ciating Shakespeare as that of the Restoration. This 
was due in part to the shocking condition of his text at 
that time, even more perhaps to changed theatrical con- 
ditions and to the prevalence of neo-classical dogmas, 
especially as applied to the drama. This lack of under- 
standing found its full and final expression in the work 
of Thomas Rymer, Tragedies of the Last dge, 1678, and 
Short View of Tragedy, 1692-93. Rymer has been styled 
“the worst critic that ever lived,’ and if the first quali- 
fication of a critic is a sympathetic appreciation of his 
subject, Rymer’s bad eminence can hardly be disputed. 
“There is more meaning and expression,” he declares, “in 
the neighing of a horse or the growling of a mastiff than 
in Shakespeare’s tragical flights.” A soldier, he believes, 
should always be shown as frank and plain-dealing, 
therefore Shakespeare’s Iago is an unnatural monster; 
“there never was in tragedy, comedy, or nature such a 
soldier as Iago.” Othello is, in short, “a bloody farce.” 
The cause of all this, Rymer, like later critics who have 
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found fault with Shakespeare, discovers in the “‘illiterate 
audience, carpenters and cobblers” for whom Shake- 
speare wrote. 

Rymer, however, does not represent his own age; he is 
the hyper-critic rebuked even by his contemporaries 
for his excess. A better mirror of Restoration criticism 
is found in the work of Dryden. He begins, Essay of 
Dramatick Poesic, 1668, by calling Shakespeare ‘“‘the 
man who of all modern and perhaps ancient poets, had 
the largest and most comprehensive soul.” That is high 
praise and its effect is not greatly diminished when 
Dryden complains of the irregularity of Shakespeare’s 
plots or the extravagance of his diction. We must al- 
ways remember that Dryden read Shakespeare in the 
uncorrected folio text and was rightly puzzled and often 
offended by what he read there. Moreover one of the 
tasks of the Restoration authors and critics was to purge 
literature of the characteristic Elizabethan license of 
excess. In the Restoration adaptations of Shakespeare 
for the contemporary stage it is interesting to note how 
often the authors, themselves poets as well as play- 
wrights, shy off in alarm from some fine figurative phrase 
of Shakespeare’s and water it down to a harmless medi- 
ocrity. Thus in D’Avenant’s Macbeth such a magnificent 
outburst as the Lady’s 


“The raven himself is hoarse 
That croaks the fatal entrance of Duncan 
Under my battlements” 


becomes 


“There would be music in a raven’s voice, 
Which should but croak the entrance of the King 
Under my battlements.” 


Yet Dryden admits that Shakespeare has often written 
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better than any poet in any language and that he excels 
in characterization. “We English venerate Shakespeare,” 
he declares “as the Greeks do Zschylus.”’ 

Pope, the typical Augustan, was a better critic than 
an. editor of Shakespeare. The preface to his edition is 
a better piece of work than the edition itself. Like Dry- 
den, he is open-eyed to what seem Shakespeare’s faults, 
his puns, his “‘conceits,” his extravagance of language, 
but he is less severe than Dryden in his reprobation; 
at times attributes them to Shakespeare’s condescension 
to his audience, at times clears him of them by ascribing 
them not to Shakespeare but to interpolations by the 
actors. He justifies Shakespeare’s violation of the 
Aristotelian canons by asserting that to judge him by 
those rules would be “like trying a man by the laws of 
one country who acted under those of another’’—a per- 
fect defence, if indeed defence is needed. Shake- 
speare’s chief excellence is his unequalled perception of 
nature; his characters “like those in nature are infinitely 
diversified—every single character in Shakespeare is as 
much an individual as those in life itself.” A poet him- 
self Pope feels Shakespeare’s power over the passions ; 
Shakespeare induces our tears and commands our laugh- 
ter. In his edition he marked by stars and commas the 
most “shining passages” and it is gratifying to note that 
the most “correct”? of English poets could respond to 
the lament of Constance for her lost Arthur and to 
Prospero’s 


“We are such stuff 
As dreams are made on, and our little life 
Is rounded with a sleep.” 


ccs 


His final conclusion is that Shakespeare is “justly and 
universally elevated above all other dramatic writers.” 
Like Pope, Dr. Johnson, literary dictator of the suc- 
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ceeding age, composed a critical preface for his edition 
of Shakespeare. It is interesting to note that he 
considers that Shakespeare “may now begin to assume 
the dignity of an ancient and claim the privilege of an 
established fame.’ Johnson’s approach to Shakespeare 
has been called the method of common sense. The first 
aim of a poet, he holds, must be to instruct by pleasing 
and Shakespeare pleases because he holds up “a faithful 
mirror of manners and of life.” Johnson defends the 
mingling of tragic and comic scenes in Shakespeare’s 
plays, a grave fault according to neo-classical standards, 
because this “mingled drama” resembles life more nearly 
than either pure tragedy or comedy. Addison’s Cato has 
long been recognized as the masterpiece of “regular” 
tragedy in English, and Johnson praises its innumerable 
beauties but adds, what is quite true, that its sentiments 
“communicate no vibration to the heart” whereas Othello, 
so bitterly denounced by Rymer, is “the offspring of 
observation impregnated by genius.” Johnson is less 
sensitive than Pope to the poetic beauty of Shakespeare; 
he denounces Shakespeare’s fondness for word-play and 
conceits; “a quibble,” he says, “is the golden apple for 
which he will always turn aside from his career or stoop 
from his elevation.” He prefers Shakespeare’s comedies 
to his tragedies since “in his tragic scenes there is al- 
ways something wanting’”—one wonders what the Doc- 
tor would have added to the death of Lear—whereas 
“his comedy often surpasses expectation.’ In the main, 
Johnson, himself primarily a moralist, applauds Shake- 
speare as a great, although unconscious, master of morals; 
it is from Shakespeare’s truth to general human nature 
that “so much instruction is derived.” The practical 
commonsense attitude of Johnson to Shakespeare comes 
out perhaps most clearly in his advice to the young 
reader: “‘notes are often necessary, but they are neces- 
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sary evils. Let him that is yet unacquainted with the 
powers of Shakespeare, and who desires to feel the high- 
est pleasure that the drama can give, read every play 
from the first scene to the last with utter negligence of 
all his commentators,—let him read on through bright- 
ness and obscurity,—let him preserve his comprehension 
of the dialogue and his interest in the fable (i.e. the 
story). And when the pleasures of novelty have ceased, 
let him attempt exactness, and read the commentators.” 
This is advice which might well be printed today at the 
beginning of every school and college edition of a play 
of Shakespeare’s. 

The dawn of a new school of criticism, the romantic, 
is seen in Morgann’s famous essay, 1777, on the char- 
acter of Falstaff. Its thesis is that Falstaff was neither 
a coward nor a boaster, but a man of natural courage 
and alacrity of mind. The whole essay is an elaborate 
and ingenious paradox, impressionistic rather than judi- 
cial. Here is no weighing of Shakespeare’s faults against 
Shakespeare’s merits, but an attempt to glorify his crea- 
tive power by displaying his mastery of character crea- 
tion. The fault that permeates the essay is Morgann’s 
tendency to consider Falstaff not as a figure in a play 
but a real character, and to argue from what he says and 
does and what is said of him to what Morgann calls his 
“internal character” as distinguished from the impres- 
sion he makes upon the stage. Yet it was just this 
impression for which Shakespeare created the character. 
More and more the tendency grew in the romantic 
school to forget Shakespeare the dramatist and to think 
of him as a creator of real characters about whom one 
could argue as about characters in history. 

The romantic school of criticism broke into full flower 
in the work of Coleridge, Hazlitt, and Lamb. Of these 
Coleridge is the greatest critic as he is the greatest poet 
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and philosopher. His criticism preserved in fragmentary 
form from two series of lectures delivered in 1811-12 
and in 1818 is indeed a blend of poetry and philosophy. 
Like a true philosopher he seeks to find a unity in the 
whole of Shakespeare’s work and in each play that be- 
longs to the body of that work, Like a true poet he is more 
keenly sensitive to the beauty of Shakespeare’s verse 
than any preceding critic. He defends Shakespeare 
against the old charge that he was an “irregular” genius 
of vast powers, but little judgment. One feels indeed 
in reading Coleridge on Shakespeare that the critic was 
possessed with the conception that the object of his 
worship was incapable of error. When something in 
Shakespeare offended even Coleridge—as the speech of 
the drunken porter in Macbeth—he was inclined to re- 
ject it as an interpolation by the actors—a throw-back 
to the method of Pope. With a growing tendency toward 
a realistic historic criticism today it is only natural that 
the extraordinary value of Coleridge’s criticism should 
be slighted or ignored; but it is impossible to read even 
one of his studies of a play of Shakespeare’s without 
feeling that here was something wholly new, imaginative 
interpretation of a great work of art, no mere weighing 
of merits and defects. And much that Coleridge was the 
first to. say has become the commonplace of criticism 
ever since. 

Not much need be said of Lamb in this connection. His 
Tales from Shakespeare, 1807, still a classic, is not 
criticism, but a rendering into easy prose of the plots of 
Shakespeare’s plays. He was widely read in Eliza- 
bethan drama, and his Specimen of English Dramatie 
Poets, an anthology of gems from Shakespeare’s con- 
temporaries accompanied by brief notes of genuine cri- 
tical appreciation, did much to bring back forgotten 
playwrights to the reading public. His fine essay On 
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the Tragedies of Shakespeare, 1810, is his one contribu- 
tion to Shakespearean criticism. Lamb’s point of view is 
that of the reader and lover of poetry; he holds that 
Shakespeare's plays are “less calculated for performance 
on a stage than those of almost any other dramatist 
whatever. Their distinguishing excellence is a reason 
why they should be so.” This is, as Lamb admits. a 
paradox. It seems indeed an absurd one; the greatest 
dramatist of all time, whose plays have held the stage 
through successive changes of public taste in the cen- 
turies since his death, wrote, it would seem, plays unsuit- 
able for acting. The truth is that Lamb’s own keen 
delight in the poetry of Shakespeare left him incapable 
of realizing the potential dramatice power of the poetry 
he loved. To render it in public seemed to him to 
vulgarize it; “Hamlet,” he says, “what does he suffer by 
being dragged forth to give lectures to the crowd—the 
shy, negligent, retiring Hamlet!” Evidently Hamlet is 
to Lamb a real person, not a character created by Shake- 
speare for the sole purpose of being represented in action 
on the stage. 

Hazlitt, whose main body of Shakespearean criticism 
is preserved in his Characters of Shakespeare’s Plays, 
1817, is in some ways a more useful, as he is a more 
practical critic than either Lamb or Coleridge. Like 
them he is an enthusiastic worshipper of Shakespeare 
and is frank to confess it. “An overstrained enthusiasm 
is more pardonable with respect to Shakespeare,” he says, 
“than the want of it; for our admiration cannot easily 
surpass his genius.” Like them he is a lover of poetry; 
he anticipates Arnold in his belief in the high moral 
value of poetry: “Poetry is an interesting study, for this 
reason, that it relates to whatever is most interesting in 
human life. Whoever therefore has a contempt for 
poetry, has a contempt for himself and humanity.” Ac- 
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cordingly the pages of his studies of Shakespeare’s 
characters are packed with quotations chosen for their 
poetic beauty and dramatic fitness. Yet Hazlitt, though 
a devotee of the acted drama and an expert dramatic 
critic, felt like Lamb that Shakespeare was better in the 
eloset than in the theatre; “poetry and the stage do not 
agree well together.” He is not always consistent in 
this; he praises Mrs. Siddons’s performance of Lady 
Macbeth: ‘She was tragedy personified,” and calls Kean 
“this celebrated actor and able commentator on Shake- 
speare (actors are the best commentators on the poets).” 
Like a true Romantic he denounced Johnson’s “judicial” 
criticism of Shakespeare. “Johnson,” he says, “was 
neither a poet nor a judge of poetry’’—his “powers of 
reasoning overlaid his critical susceptibility.” It is just 
this “susceptibility” to the beauty and the grandeur of 
Shakespeare’s poetry that gives to Hazlitt’s criticism its 
peculiar charm, that “gusto” which characterizes all his 
best prose, and in his criticism as in his other essays, 
Hazlitt contrives to impart something of his own delight 
to the reader of his work. “For the reader of today who 
wishes to read the plays of Shakespeare with unadul- 
terated enjoyment—Hazlitt is a sure guide,’ says a 
writer who knows and loves his Hazlitt better than 
most of us.” 

The note struck by the Romantics echoes through the 
nineteenth century until it culminates in the ecstatic 
rhapsody of Swinburne, 4 Study of Shakespeare, 1880. 
Criticism in the old sense ceased; for it we have admira- 
tion, applause, almost adoration. A more sober apprecia- 
tion appears in such a writer as Dowden, Shakespeare 
—His Mind and Art, 1875, where the attempt is made to 
reveal Shakespeare’s personality and his attitude toward 


t W. D. Howe, Cambridge History of English Literature, 
Vol. xii, p. 186. 
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the great problems of human life through a study of his 
plays. Something of the same sort, combined with a 
subtler psychological analysis of Shakespeare’s char- 
acters, is found in Bradley’s admirable Shakespearean 
Tragedy, 1910. Here after a philosophic esthetic lecture 
on the Substance of Tragedy there follows an illuminat- 
ing discussion of construction in Shakespeare’s tragedies. 
This might lead one to believe that Bradley meant to 
deal with Shakespeare primarily as a dramatist, but 
the four lectures which follow on the four great tragedies 
are in the main character studies, often indeed of the 
most interesting and suggestive sort, but with too little 
consideration of their prime purpose, that of presenta- 
tion on the stage. To this book there must be added to 
complete Bradley’s criticism of Shakespeare his lectures 
on Antony and Cleopatra, Shakespeare the Man, and 
Shakespeare’s Theatre and Audience, in Oxford Lectures 
on Poetry, 1919, and his study of Coriolanus (British 
Academy, 1912). 

A natural and necessary reaction from romantic criti- 
cism began to appear as far back as the German Riime- 
lin’s onslaught on the Shakespeare presented by German 
professors of esthetics, Shakespearean Studies, 1874. It 
it current today in such work as Schiicking’s Character 
Problems in Shakespeare’s Plays, 1919, and in the work 
of Professor Stoll ranging from Shakespeare Studies, 
1911, to Art and Artifice in Shakespeare, 1938. In both 
of these we find a return to the critical attitude of the 
eighteenth century with, be it said, a great and striking 
difference. 

Unbounded admiration for the genius of Shakespeare 
has been replaced by a recognition, at times even an 
insistance upon, his faults. But these faults are no longer 
perceived by an application of classical critical stand- 
ards but rather by what one may call the historic method. 
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Schiicking points out with real acumen that Shakespeare’s 
technique is that of Shakespeare’s day when modern 
drama was just emerging from medievalism. He sees 
Shakespeare combining an extraordinary insight into hu- 
man nature with an almost naive technique in the conduct 
of his plot and an inconsistency in character portrayal. 
Stoll, who has done real service in forcing a re-examina- 
tion of romantic eulogies, lays stress on the theatrical 
conventions of Shakespeare’s day; he sees in Falstaff 
the traditional miles gloriosus, in Hamlet the conven- 
tional revenger of the tragedy of blood. Both critics 
denounce the excess of psychological analysis in roman- 
tic criticism, and insist that Shakespeare wrote with 
more regard for the immediate impression of each scene 
than with an eye to a unified conception of the whole 
play. One feels at times in reading their work that one 
is listening to the voice of advocates, of prosecutors 
even, rather than of judges; their reaction against the 
indiscriminate eulogy of earlier writers carries them at 
times to excess. Yet their criticism serves as a valuable 
corrective to much that has been written in the last hun- 
dred years. 

Some of the most stimulating contemporary criticism 
has been written by Granville-Barker (From Henry V 
to Hamlet—British Academy, 1925, Prefaces to Shake- 
speare, 1927-30, Shakespeare’s Dramatic Art in the 
Companion to Shakespeare Studies, 1934). Himself, like 
Shakespeare, both actor and dramatist, Granville- 
Barker comes to a study of the plays with other quali- 
fications than those of the academic critic. His special 
merit is his insistance on the perfect adaptation of 
Shakespeare’s plays to the theatre for which Shake- 
speare wrote, on the excellence of Shakespeare’s drama- 
tic art, on the fact that Shakespeare wrote “‘not merely 
plays in poetic form, but something that is essentially 
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and fundamentally poetic drama.” It should follow, he 
holds, in opposition to most romantic critics, that only 
in the theatre can Shakespeare’s plays come to their full 
life. Only in an ideal theatre perhaps and under the 
direction of an ideal manager, but Granville-Barker’s 
plea for the actor’s part in the interpretation of Shake- 
speare carries with it profound significance.* 

1'The foregoing sketch of Shakespearean criticism is neces- 
sarily limited to the history of that genre in English. The stu- 
dent who cares to inform himself as to the work of French 
and German critics of Shakespeare is referred to the account 
of Shakespeare’s reception on the Continent in J. G. Robert- 


son’s chapter in the Cambridge History of English Literature, 
Volume v, Chapter 12, 


CHAPTER XV 
SHAKESPEARE ON THE STAGE 


So much has been said and written about Shake- 
speare’s plays as literature that it is sometimes for- 
gotten by the student of his work that he was a su- 
premely successful playwright. Of all the brilliant 
group of dramatists of his day he alone survives in the 
twentieth century, and there never has been a time in 
the history of the English-speaking stage when some, 
at least, of his plays in one form or other were not 
being presented to the public. 

Shakespeare’s success was early attained and endured 
without a break till the closing of the theatres in 1642. 
From the time that he is known as a member of the 
Chamberlain’s Company, 1594, until the death of Eliza- 
beth, 1603, there is an unbroken succession of plays 
presented by that organization at Court during the 
Christmas festivities. Probably most of the plays pre- 
sented were Shakespeare’s; we know certainly that 
Love’s Labours Lost and Merry Wives were acted be- 
fore the Queen and it is to. be presumed that other and 
better plays had the same honor. Royal favor continued. 
and increased during the reign of James. We find the 
King’s Men presenting ten, twelve, and thirteen plays 
at Court during the holiday season. Once more we may 
assume that many of these were Shakespeare’s. King 
Lear was played at Court in 1606, T'he Tempest and 
Winter’s Tale in 1611. Among the many plays presented 
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during the festivities in honor of the Princess Eliza- 
beth’s marriage we find listed Much ddo, Tke Tempest, 
Winters Tale, I King Henry IT, Othello, and Julius 
Cesar. Later, in 1618, Twelfth Night, in 1619-20 Ham- 
lets Two Noble Kinsmen, and II King Henry IT” were 
so presented. 

With the accession of Charles I, 1625, there seems 
to have been some falling off, but we hear of Court 
performances of Richard III, Taming of the Shrew 
and Cymbeline in 16383-34, and of Hamlet, Othello and 
Julius Cesar in 1636. 

Meanwhile the popularity of Shakespeare’s plays on 
the public stage continued undiminished by the rise to 
favor of new writers. Their drawing power was such 
that a rival company playing at the Red Bull attempted 
in 1627 to produce them there; Shakespeare’s old friend, 
Heminges, had to hurry to the Master of Revels and 
fee him with £5 to secure a prohibition of such a tres- 
pass. As late as 1640 Leonard Digges in a copy of 
verses prefixed to the edition of Shakespeare’s Poems in 
that year asserted that it was Shakespeare’s plays which 
kept the King’s Men alive, that performances of King 
Henry IV, of Much Ado, and of Twelfth Night packed 
the house at Blackfriars when revivals of Jonson’s 
Volpone and the Alchemist were so scantily attended 
that the receipts barely covered the cost of production. 
We can check performances of at least twenty-two of 
Shakespeare’s plays before the closing of the theatres. 

During the interregnum, 1642-1660, the Puritan rule 
forbade the performance of all plays, Shakespeare’s or 
others. We hear of some private and illegal representa- 
tions of Beaumont and Fletcher plays in this period, but 
of Shakespeare we have only records of a few “drolls,”’ 
comic scenes adapted from his plays, such as those of 
Bottom in Midsummer Night’s Dream and the Grave- 
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diggers in Hamlet which seem to have been played at 
town and country wakes and fairs. With the Restora- 
tion and the reopening of the theatres Shakespeare 
promptly returned to. the stage. 

In the first year of Charles II’s reign Davenant and 
Killigrew were granted the sole right to form companies 
of actors, lease or build theatres, and produce plays. 
Some rough division of Shakespeare’s plays was made 
between them. Killigrew secured Othello, Julius Cesar, 
Henry IV and a couple of comedies; Davenant seems 
to have had the acting rights of most of the rest. Killi- 
grew was responsible for one most important innova- 
tion, the substitution of women actors for the Eliza- 
bethan boys. The long roll of famous Shakespearean 
actresses begins on the Restoration stage with Mrs. 
Betterton, the lovely Bracegirdle, and the lively Barry. 
Contemporary records show that the Beaumont and 
Fletcher plays were more popular with Restoration au- 
diences than those of Shakespeare. Yet Pepys in the 
ten years covered by his diary attended forty-one per- 
formances of twelve of Shakespeare’s plays, seeing 
Hamlet five times, The Tempest eight times, and Mac- 
beth nine times. It is probable indeed that some of 
these performances were of the scandalous adaptations 
of Shakespeare which blot the theatrical record of the 
Restoration. Davenant, in particular, allowed himself 
the greatest freedom in adapting Shakespeare’s plays 
to the changed taste of his time. As early as 1661 he 
re-wrote Measure for Measure as The Law Against 
Lovers, introducing Benedick and Beatrice from Much 
Ado and creating a singing and dancing part for a little 
girl whose performance delighted Mr. Pepys. Later on 
he laid violent hands on Macbeth, writing several new 
scenes and introducing a “divertissement” of dancing 
and flying witches which Pepys pronounced “a strange 


SHAKESPEARE ON THE STAGE 229 


perfection in a tragedy.” Worst of all he and Dryden 
converted Shakespeare’s lovely Tempest into a sort of 
comic opera which has been called “the worst perver- 
sion of Shakespeare in the two-century history of such 
atrocities.” Romeo and Juliet was equipped with a 
happy ending by Howard and for a time it was per- 
formed alternately as a tragedy and as a tragi-comedy 
-—an excellent example of “pay your money and take 
your choice.” Lear, too, was degraded from the realm of 
tragedy by Nahum Tate, who in 1681 presented a ver- 
sion which cut out the part of the Fool as violating 
neo-classic ideas of decorum, made Edgar and Cordelia 
lovers from the start, and united them in marriage at 
the close when Lear is happily restored to the throne. 
It is an unhappy fact that this perversion in more or 
less modified form held the stage for over a century. It 
is interesting, however, to note that amid this flood of 
adaptations such plays as Hamlet and Othello held the 
stage in unchanged form, except for certain cuts. The 
part of Hamlet in fact was one of the great rôles of 
Betterton, the foremost actor of the time; “Betterton” 
says Pepys “did the prince’s part beyond imagination.” 
The romantic comedies of Shakespeare, alien as they 
were to Restoration taste, were for the most part left 
untouched and seldom performed. 

It is easy to blame Restoration managers and play- 
wrights for their mutilations of Shakespeare; it is only 
fair however to recognize the difficulties under which 
they labored. They appreciated the great dramatic 
power of Shakespeare and attempted to keep his plays 
alive upon the stage; yet they knew that in their original 
form they would not be accepted by a contemporary 
audience. Some remarks by Pepys are illuminating: Mid- 
summer Night’s Dream he called “the most insipid ridic- 
ulous play that ever I saw in my life”; Twelfth Night 
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is “a silly play,” “one of the weakest that ever I saw”; 
even Othello when compared with the new Adventures 
of Five Hours was but “a mean thing.” If Shake- 
speare’s plays were to draw, they must be purged of 
their Elizabethan extravagance of speech; their lack of 
decorum and disregard of the unities must be remedied, 
and they must be equipped with spectacle and “diver- 
tissement.”” They were acted at least; our age which 
reverences the text of Shakespeare sees him all too sel- 
dom on the stage. 

A change for the better begins to appear about the 
middle of the eighteenth century. One by one such 
tomantic comedies as Much Ado, As You Like It, and 
Twelfth Night came back to the stage. Macklin in 1741 
won fame as “the Jew that Shakespeare drew” by 
acting the Merchant of Venice in its original form 
instead of Lansdowne’s travesty, 1701, of that play. 

David Garrick, perhaps the greatest of all English 
actors, was an enthusiastic admirer of Shakespeare. His 
London début, 1741, was in the part of Richard III, and 
in the thirty-five years of his stage career he played in 
or produced no less than twenty-four of Shakespeare’s 
plays in which he himself acted seventeen characters. 
He was especially successful as Hamlet, as Romeo and 
as Lear, but he was also a brilliant comedian; Benedick 
in Much Ado was one of his favorite parts. Contempo- 
rary witnesses praise Garrick for the versatility and the 
vigor of his acting. He discarded the traditional stately 
declamation of blank verse, and substituted for it a 
realistic delivery which rose to passionate heights and 
fell to colloquial discourse in accordance with the signifi- 
cance of the text. He began the work of restoring true 
Shakespearean versions to the stage; he cleared Macbeth 
of most of Davenant’s additions, and removed much of 
Tate’s rubbish from King Lear. He was not so far in 
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advance of his age as to discard these traditional ver- 
sions altogether and he took an actor-manager’s liberties 
with Romeo and Juliet and with Hamlet. In the former 
he altered the last scene by having Juliet awake before 
her lover dies and working up a passionate parting 
scene. It was immensely successful on the stage and 
persisted well into the next century; in fact it is still 
retained in the operatic version of this play. His altera- 
tion of Hamlet was severely criticized by contemporaries 
and by later writers who had never read it. As a matter 
of fact it consisted mainly in omitting the Gravediggers’ 
scene and the réle of Osric, both of which had become 
in the passage of time almost farcical bits of acting. A 
unique printed copy of Garrick’s version preserved at 
the Folger Library shows that he restored many lines 
that earlier versions had dropped and added only enough 
of his own to fill up the gaps his cut had made. In fact 
Garrick deserves real praise for refraining on the whole 
to blend new and alien matter with the text of Shake- 
speare; nothing that he did compares with the enormity 
of Tate’s adulteration of King Lear. Some of Garrick’s 
arrangements of Shakespeare held the stage for many 
years; his Catherine and Petruchio, a genially farcical 
adaptation of the Taming of the Shrew, lingered on till 
near the end of the last century. Garrick’s brilliant 
career as actor, producer and adapter of Shakespeare is 
a milestone in the long journey back to the stage pre- 
sentation of the plays as Shakespeare wrote them, a 
journey not yet wholly accomplished; Cibber’s travesty 
of Richard III may still be seen upon the boards. 

The age of Kemble follows close on that of Garrick 
and while Kemble as an actor was hardly comparable in 
range and power with his predecessor, yet as actor-man- 
ager and producer he probably did more for Shakespeare 
on the stage than any one either before or after him. 
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Born in 1757 of a theatrical family he was acting at 
nineteen, made his début at Drury Lane as Hamlet in 
1783 and five years later became manager of that great 
theatre. In 1803 he transferred his allegiance to the 
rival house, Covent Garden, which he controlled until 
his retirement in 1817. Kemble was a devoted lover of 
Shakespeare. Unlike Garrick he rejected the neo-classiec 
drama of the day and bent every effort to restoring 
Shakespeare to the stage. He produced at one time or 
another some twenty-five of his plays, many of which 
had not been acted for years. He was not content simply 
to revive old versions of the plays, but himself worked 
over and produced an acting version of each text. He 
would hardly be regarded as a purist to-day; he retained 
much of Tate in his Lear and actually introduced pas- 
sages from Dryden’s All for Love into his production of 
Antony and Cleopatra. Yet on the whole his influence 
in purifying the acting versions was for good, and no 
manager before him paid such careful attention to the 
setting and costuming of the plays, Garrick had acted 
Macbeth in the uniform of a British officer and Hamlet 
in a costume closely resembling that of an eighteenth- 
century clergyman. Kemble was among the first to make 
some attempt at historical accuracy both in scenery and 
costume. 

He was aided throughout his life by his great sister 
Sarah, better known as Mrs. Siddons, perhaps the most 
famous actress, at least of tragic parts, that ever trod 
the English stage. She and her brother were supreme in 
such réles as Macbeth and his wife, Coriolanus and 
Volumnia. Mrs. Siddon was the first actress to discard 
the fashionable hoops and nodding feathers worn by 
stage heroines of the eighteenth century and to model 
her costume, especially in classic plays, upon the dra- 
pery of antique sculpture. 
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The genius, combined with the dignity and unblem- 
ished character of the Kembles, brother and sister, espe- 
cially remarkable in the licentious days of the Regency, 
gave to actors and the stage a position and a recognition 
unknown since Shakespeare's own day. Their stage 
career coincides with the period of the romantic critics 
and both together gave new life to Shakespeare’s works. 
After Coleridge and Hazlitt, after Kemble and Mrs. 
Siddons, there was no longer a danger that Shakespeare 
should be considered an “irregular” genius or that his 
dramas should lie at the mercy of any audacious play- 
wright who aspired to better them. 

Edmund Kean, 1787-1833, embodied in his acting the 
new romantic spirit of the age. He was supreme in pas- 
sionate and tragic parts; on the stage what Byron was in 
poetry. To see him act was, Coleridge said: “to read 
Shakespeare by flashes of lightning.’ He made his 
début in 1814 as Shylock and for a brief period the 
rivalry between him and Kemble ran high until Kean’s 
fervor and intensity eclipsed the somewhat formal and 
measured inpersonations of his predecessor. Contempo- 
rary testimony is unanimous as to the overpowering 
effect of his acting in such réles as Shylock, Richard, and 
Massenger’s Sir Giles. Unlike Kemble, he was never a 
manager or producer. Apart from his acting which, un- 
doubtedly, awoke a new and lively interest in stage per- 
formances of Shakespeare, his one great service was in 
restoring to the acting version the tragic close of Lear. 

With the passing of the Kembles and of Kean a new 
era opens. The two great theatres, Drury Lane and 
Covent Garden, still held their monopoly of so-called 
legitimate drama. Both houses had been rebuilt and en- 
larged until the old effects obtained by the intimate 
relation between actor and audience had become impos- 
sible. They began, therefore, to resort to spectacle, to 
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stress the splendor of their presentations of Shake- 
speare, and to advertise the accuracy of their costuming 
——Planche’s costumes for the protagonists in King John 
and King Henry IV were designed after the monumental] 
effigies of these monarchs. Producers halted the action 
to introduce magnificent processions, crowding the stage 
with hundreds of people against a scenic background 
built up with scrupulous regard to historical accuracy. 
All was in vain and by 1843 the failure of both theatres 
to maintain their hold on the public led to the abroga- 
tion of their long monopoly of presenting the plays of 
Shakespeare. 

A word must be said in passing, however, on the work 
of the actor-manager, Macready, at Covent Garden, 
1837-39, and at Drury Lane, 1841-43. A hard-working 
and scrupulous producer rather than an actor of genius, 
Macready did much to purify the text of the stage ver- 
sions. Among other changes he finally purged Lear of 
the Edgar-Cordelia rubbish which even Kean had left 
untouched and brought back the character of the Fool, 
unseen on the stage since the first performance of Tate’s 
version. Strangely enough he cast a girl of his company 
for this rôle. Macready was, perhaps, the first manager 
to institute the system of special productions of Shake- 
speare’s plays, redecorating and recasting a pair of them 
each season and relegating others to so-called “stock” 
performances. His refusal to allow long-continued runs 
to these productions was probably responsible for his 
financia] failure. He came to realize, as a later bankrupt 
manager declared, that “Shakespeare spelled ruin.” 

With the abrogation of the old patent theatre mo- 
nopoly a host of new and smaller theatres opened their 
doors to Shakespeare. A system of visiting “stars” 
sprang up, distinguished actors, like Macready himself, 
playing leading parts in various theatres supported as 
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best they could be, by the regular company of the theatre 
where they played. Two tendencies, however, were 
strongiy marked. 

The most interesting of these was that initiated by 
Samuel Phelps, once an understudy of Macready, who 
in 1844 took over what was then the little suburban 
theatre of Sadler’s Wells and for nearly twenty years, 
until 1862, presented there a succession of Shakespear- 
ean performances such as had not been seen since the 
closing of the Globe and the Blackfriars. During his 
régime he produced all but six of Shakespeare’s plays, 
and four of these, Titus and the three parts of King 
Henry VI were of doubtful authenticity. To these per- 
formances he invited a public at what seems to-day in- 
credibly low prices, one shilling for the pit and sixpence 
for a gallery seat. The iong and on the whole success- 
ful career of Phelps was rendered possible by his stern 
discouragement of extravagance in costuming and scen- 
ery, by his rigorous training of a small low-salaried stock 
company, and by his confident reliance on the power of 
the plays themselves to pack his house. Contemporary 
criticism of his productions stresses the purity of his 
texts—he assigned the réle of Lear’s Fool to a man, not 
a girl as Macready had done, and replaced the Garrick 
version of Romeo and Juliet by Shakespeare’s own— 
and the harmonious effect of the whole performance. 
Phelps founded a tradition which continues to this day 
in London where at his own Sadler’s Wells and across 
the Thames at the “Old Vic” one may still see the plays 
of Shakespeare presented by a well-trained stock com- 
pany, adequate and interesting presentations, too, al- 
though undistinguished by the acting of famous “stars” 
or a background of magnificent scenery. And both these 
houses maintain the Phelps’ tradition of popular prices. 

The other tendency may be briefly characterized as 
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one that preferred pageant to poetry. It found its full 
expression at the Princess’s under the direction of 
Charles Kean, son of the great actor, for about ten years 
from 1850. Kean continued and exaggerated the 
methods of Kemble and Macready; he stressed spectacle 
and ruthlessly cut and re-arranged the scenes of Shake- 
speare’s plays to fit them into the rigid framework of 
scenery. Lavish expenditure on productions was com- 
bined with loudly proclaimed archeological accuracy of 
costuming and scenery; picturesque tableaux and proces- 
sions were introduced wherever possible; in short, Kean 
attempted not without success to turn the auditors of 
Shakespeare’s poetic drama into spectators of his pic- 
turization of Shakespeare's plays. He started the system 
of long runs; his Midsummer Night’s Dream ran for one 
hundred and fifty performances; his spectacular Richard 
II for eighty-five. Kean’s principles of production were 
the direct forerunner of those of Irving and Beerbohm 
Tree. 

Irving’s brilliant career as actor-manager at the 
Lyceum, 1878-98, marks a further development of the 
system of spectacular production combined with the long 
run. His Merchant of Venice ran for two hundred and 
fifty consecutive performances; his magnificent pageant 
of Henry VIII for over two hundred. He secured the 
assistance of such famous painters as Ford Madox 
Brown and Alma Tadema in his productions of Lear and 
Cymbeline. He always asserted his devotion to Shake- 
speare, and as a matter of fact kept his stage versions 
fairly free from traditional adulteration, but on the 
other hand he cut the text at will and shifted scenes 
about to correspond with the elaborate scenic effects. 
Irving was not an actor of genius, but he was an incom- 
parable manager and had the happy faculty of assem- 
bling and training a body of actors equipped as none 
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has been since his day in acting Shakespearean parts 
and giving to Shakespearean verse its full significance 
and musical value. Foremost of these was the lovely 
and talented Ellen Terry, long Irving’s running-mate, 
playing Portia to his Shylock—probably his best Shake- 
spearean réle—and Beatrice to his Benedick. 

Irving was at his best in so-called “character” parts; 
he was a comparative failure as Hamlet, Macbeth, and 
Othello. Perhaps for this reason he often turned aside 
from Shakespeare to produce such spectacular plays as 
Wills’s adaptation of Faust. It is interesting to note that 
during the first ten years of his management of the 
Lyceum he produced only six of Shakespeare’s plays. 

Whatever fault may be found with Irving’s program 
it is not to be denied that he produced Shakespeare, at 
least in certain plays, with an altogether unprecedented 
splendor. His productions became a fashionable rage 
in England and in America as well, on his repeated visits 
to this country. He was honored as no actor before him 
had ever been with the dignity of knighthood and from 
1895 on appeared on the stage as Sir Henry. Yet the 
tremendous expense of his productions tended to outrun 
receipts and in 1898 he was forced to relinquish control 
of the Lyceum. 

Beerbohm Tree, 1853-1917, continued the work of 
Irving. He became the manager of Her Majesty’s The- 
atre in 1897 just as Irving was leaving the Lyceum and 
until the outbreak of the World War produced there a 
long succession of Shakespeare's plays. Less gifted as 
an actor than Irving, he was equally successful as man- 
ager and producer. There was, however, nothing new 
about his methods. He too engaged great artists to paint 
his scenic backgrounds; built up elaborate stage-sets, 
and re-arranged the action of the play to fit his scenery. 
He was specially fond of spectacular processions and 
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tableaux, introducing into King John, for instance, a 
dumb-show of the granting of Magna Carta, an incident 
which Shakespeare for very good reasons (p. 185) had 
omitted from his chronicle play. Like Irving, Tree en- 
joyed a great popular reputation and like Irving he 
received the honor of knighthood; between them they 
had made it something more than merely respectable to 
perform the plays of Shakespeare. 

With the turn of the century a reaction against this 
whole system of spectacular production set in. In 1900 
F. R. Benson brought a repertoire troupe to the Lyceum 
and gave a long succession of Shakespeare’s plays with 
weekly changes of the program, a decided innovation 
in the time of long runs. He actually produced an uncut 
Hamlet which took six hours or so to play, kindly allow- 
ing the audience an hour and a halfs intermission for 
dinner, an experiment repeated in this country at the 
performances of two of O’Neill’s long plays. Benson 
relied neither on spectacle nor on the drawing power of 
individual actors but on the plays themselves delivered 
so far as possible in their pristine purity. This principle 
governed the production of the Elizabethan Society di- 
rected by William Poel, which began to present the 
plays of Shakespeare and his contemporaries with the 
minimum of scenery on stages more or less resembling 
that of Shakespeare’s theatre. Ben Greet carried a com- 
pany of young and well-trained actors all over England 
and across the Atlantic, presenting in the main comedies, 
sometimes on quite bare stages, with no inconsiderable 
success. In the main, this principle, the play rather than 
the spectacle, the words of Shakespeare rather than the 
performance of a star, governs the annual presentations 
of the plays at the Stratford Shakespeare Festival. 

This survey of Shakespeare on the stage has been 
necessarily confined to English productions. There have 
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been great American actors of Shakespeare, notably 
Edwin Booth, whose Hamlet was a supreme rendition of 
the rôle; but there have been few or no American actor- 
managers to initiate and direct a program of Shake- 
spearean performances. Augustin Daly’s career as man- 
ager of Daly’s Theatre in New York, 1879-99, almost 
coterminous with that of Irving at the Lyceum, was 
marked by a succession of brilliant performances of 
Shakespearean comedies, Taming of the Shrew, As You 
like It, and Midsummer Nights Dream. Daly was not 
himself an actor, but he gathered and trained probably 
the finest company ever assembled in America, includ- 
ing such favorites as Ada Rehan, Maude Adams, and 
John Drew. There was nothing novel, however, about 
Daly’s productions; they were of the school of Irving 
with perhaps less stress laid on scenery and more on 
ensemble acting. 

Little can be said of Shakespearean production in the 
period following the World War. The old spectacular 
Irving-Tree tradition has gone by the board; occasional 
revivals waver between a faint imitation of its glories 
and a half-hearted attempt to introduce a simpler and 
more realistic style. Neither in England nor America is 
there to-day, with the possible exception of the Old Vie, 
a theatre devoted primarily to the production of Shake- 
speare, nor an actor capable of rendering the greatest 
comic and tragic Shakespearean characters. “’Tis true, 
tis pity,” 
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Ir is improbable that the young student will be much 
interested in the statistics compiled by investigators of 
Shakespeare’s verse. In accordance with precedent, 
however, a table of such statistics based upon the work 
of Fleay, Furnivall, and Konig is here presented. The 
student may be warned that the following figures are 
approximate rather than exact. Counts made by inde- 
pendent investigators differ according to the text used— 
the Globe, for instance, because of its format, gives 
many more lines of prose than the Cambridge—and ac- 
cording to the investigator’s subjective interpretation of 
such phenomena as the “run-on’” line and the double, 
or feminine ending. 

In the main, however, the counts come fairly near 
agreement, and there is substantial concurrence of 
opinion as to their significance. 

A few words in explanation of the following table may 
not be out of place. The first column shows the total 
number of lines in a play. It will be noticed that these 
vary greatly; the early farce, Comedy of Errors, shows 
the lowest figure; Hamlet, the largest. It is not likely 
that these figures represent the exact length of each play 
as produced on Shakespeare’s stage. Macbeth, for ex- 
ample, the shortest play after the Errors, has been 
heavily cut in the one text that we have, and it is prac- 
tically certain that a version of Hamlet containing 
nearly 4,000 lines was never played by Shakespeare’s 
company. 
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The second column shows the number of prose lines 
in a play. It will be seen at a glance that the number 
is low for the early comedies, except for the revised 
Love’s Labors Lost, and early histories ; that it increases 
with the comedies of the second period—Merry Wives is 
almost entirely in prose—and the contemporary his- 
tories—the high figures for II King Henry IV and 
Much Ado are due to the prominence of the réles of 
Falstaff and Benedict and Beatrice in those plays, all 
of them prose speakers. It falls off considerably in the 
tragedies and tragi-comedies. 

The third column shows the number of blank verse 
lines in a play, that is, the number of regular five-foot 
lines in the so-called iambic pentametre. This number 
naturally varies with the amount of prose and of rhyme 
present in a play; compare, for example, the low figures 
for Love’s Labour’s Lost and Merry Wives with the high 
figure of dunthony and Cleopatra, where there is little 
prose and much less rhyme. 

The fourth column shows the number of five-foot 
rhymed lines in a play; songs and four-foot lines, such 
as those of the speeches of the Witches in Macbeth, are 
excluded from this count. The figures vary greatly. On 
the whole, however, the early plays show a preponder- 
ance of rhyme, except for the early histories written 
under the influence of Marlowe, such as King John and 
Richard III. It is most marked in such lyrically poetic 
plays as Romeo and Juliet, Midsummer Night’s Dream 
and Richard IZ. The extraordinary number in All’s Well 
indicates an early date of composition for that revised 
play. The excessive figures for Timon and Pericles are 
due to the inclusion in those plays of a large amount of 
non-Shakespearean verse containing much more prose and. 
rhyme than was Shakespeare’s custom at that date. In 
Winter’s Tale there is no rhyme at all except in the 
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speech of Time as Chorus, and the Tempest has only 
one pair of rhymed lines in the regular dialogue. It is 
safe to say that there is a progressive abandonment of 
rhyme, except as a lyrical decoration, as Shakespeare 
becomes more and more 2 master of blank verse. 

The fifth column shows the percentage of “run-on” 
lines in the total number of blank verse lines in a play. 
A “run-on” line is one where both sense and voice are 
carried forward without pause into the line that follows. 
It is the opposite of the so-called “end-stopped” line. 

Thus in such a passage as: 


I am yet 
Unknown to woman, never was foresworn, 


The first line is “run-on,” the second “end-stopped.” A 
“stop” is not always indicated by punctuation as here. 
Whenever the sense calls for a pause on the last word 
of the line, that line is “‘end-stopped.” Naturally the 
subjective element comes into play here; a pause seems 
necessary to one reader and not to another. This phe- 
nomenon, the running on of one line into another, is a 
device of Shakespeare’s for breaking up the deadly 
monotony of the old-fashioned blank verse composed 
line by line as a bricklayer imposes one brick upon 
another. Even Marlowe, greatest of all the early poet- 
playwrights, composed in the main in this fashion, and 
those plays of Shakespeare's written under Marlowe's 
influence show a small percentage of “run-on” lines as 
compared with end-stopped: A good example of their 
style is seen in the opening soliloquy of Rickard HI, 
where in forty lines there is not a single clear example 
of a “run-on.” With this compare a speech by Prospero 
(Tempest V: 33-50), where in seventeen lines there are 
about a dozen which might well be counted as “run-on.” 
A glance at the table will show how this practice in- 
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creased with Shakespeare until, in his latest plays from 
Macbeth on, over a third of the lines are “run-on.” 
The sixth column shows the percentage of the double, 
or feminine ending. A double ending is one where the 
line instead of closing with the stressed tenth syllable 
adds an unstressed one. Thus in such a trio of lines as: 


Is this a dagger that I see before me, 

The handle toward my hand? Come, let me 
clutch thee. 

I have thee not, and yet I see thee still. 


The first two have the double ending, the last the 
final stressed syllable. The use of the double ending is 
another device to vary the monotony of the regular 
blank verse line; a judicious blend of double endings 
gives great variety and charm to the verse. There is a 
definite, though by no means regular, increase in the 
percentage of double endings from the early to the late 
plays. Such a low figure, 7.3, in Midsummer Night’s 
Dream is due to the prevalence of rhyme in that play, 
since double rhymes are comparatively rare in English. 
In the tragi-comedies the proportion is about one in 
three. The excessive figure, 47.3, for Henry VIII is 
due to the amount of verse in that play by Fletcher, for 
the use of the double-ending became a positive man- 
nerism with that author. 

The seventh column shows the percentage of the 
so-called “speech-ending.” Earlier writers of blank 
verse plays, and Shakespeare in his earlier work, used to 
make each speech end at the close of a line and begin 
the next speech by another speaker with a new line. As 
Shakespeare drew further away from the conventional 
manner of composition, the line-by-line method, he 
adopted the device of ending a speech midway in a line 
and completing the line by the first words of the next 
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speaker. This device tended to give a greater air of 
realism to the spoken dialogue. A good example appears 
in Macbeth V, iv, a short scene of twenty-one lines where 
every speech ends in the middle of a line. The table 
shows Shakespeare’s progressive employment of this 
device. The early Errors has only six per cent; in the 
late tragi-comedies the vast majority of speeches are 
broken in this fashion. 

The last column shows the number of light and weak 
endings in each play. aA light-ending is one where an 
unstressed word, usually a monosyllable, takes the place 
of the stressed syllable which closes the normal line. 
Pronouns, auxiliaries, forms of “to be,” and a few others 
constitute the light-endings. Thus in 


If I say sooth, I must report they were 
As cannons overcharged with double cracks. 


The first line has a light-ending; the second is normal. 
The weak ending is a heightening, so to speak, of the 
light. The last word in the line in this case is so insig- 
nificant as to force the running on of the voice into the 
next line. In this group we find prepositions and con- 
junctions; at, in, to, and, if, or, etc. 


Thus in 


He hath been in unusual pleasure and 
Sent forth great largesse to your offices. 


The first line has a weak ending, the second a normal 
ending, the stress falling on the tenth syllable. 

The trick of light and weak endings, if we may call it 
so, is a device employed to force enjambment, or the 
running on of line to line. As one might expect, the 
device is progressively employed. The Errors shows no 
instance of either light or weak endings; light-endings 
appear for the first time in large numbers in Macbeth, 
many weak endings first in Anthony and Cleopaira. 
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So. marked is the increase in his work from about 1606 
that this feature has been used to date his latest plays; 
no play containing over twenty of such endings can 
well have been written before that time. The compara- 
tively small number in Timon is due to the large amount 
of un-Shakespearean matter in that play. 

I have spoken several times in the above paragraphs 
of a metrical phenomenon as a device employed by 
Shakespeare. This does not imply that he made a con- 
scious use of any or all of these devices; there is no 
reason to suppose that he determined at any time to 
employ a greater proportion of double endings or of 
“run-on” lines. What happened was that, possibly with- 
out his being fully aware of it, he moved steadily in his 
composition of blank verse in his plays from the rigid 
regular form of his predecessors to a free and far more 
varied form. The first was well suited to declamation; 
we can imagine it being spouted by Alleyn in Tambur- 
laine or Burbage in Richard III. The latter was better 
suited to inter-action of characters upon the stage. We 
may perhaps suppose that Shakespeare’s progress toward 
freedom corresponded with a movement of his company 
away from declamation to the audience and toward team- 
play among themselves. Instead of ranting they came 
to speak the lines “‘trippingly on the tongue.” 

From the point of view of metrical characteristics, 
Shakespeare’s work falls into four periods, which do not, 
however, correspond exactly with the four periods of his 
development as a dramatist. The first of these, extend- 
ing to about 1594,” is called by D. L. Chambers, upon 
whose excellent study The Metre of Macbeth I have 
drawn largely in this brief survey, the Vanity of Rhyme. 


+The dates in this paragraph are only approximate; the 
periods are not sharply divided, but melt into each other. 
e for example, is a link between the third and fourth 
periods. 


METRICAL STATISTICS 247 


It includes such plays as Love’s Labour’s Lost, Mid- 
summer Night’s Dream, Romeo and Juliet, and Rich- 
ard If, Early unrhymed plars, such as Richard IIT and 
Titus, also belong here. The second period, The Balance 
of Power, 1594-1600, shows less rhyme, more prose, 
some increase of double endings and of “run-on’’ lines. 
Such plays as Merchant of Venice, King Henry IT’, 
King Henry F, and Julius Cæsar, and the joyous com- 
edies, belong here. In this period we find “the most 
even and easy balance of thought and metre.” The third 
period, the Discordant FFeight of Thought, 1600-1606, 
shows a still further departure from the normal line; 
the content of his thought begins to outweigh the poet’s 
facility of expression and we find him breaking up the 
line, cutting speeches short in mid line, using short and 
broken lines. At his best in this period, Shakespeare 
rises to his highest pitch of poetic dramatic expression, 
but sometimes at the cost of ease and grace. The last 
period, 1607-16138, the License of Weak Endings, shows 
Shakespeare permitting himself a careless freedom un- 
known before. The sudden appearance of a host of light 
and weak endings, about the beginning of the period, 
seems to mark an almost deliberate attempt to shatter 
the old norm of the line. At times, especially in passages 
where there is nothing to fire the poet’s imagination, the 
verse is hardly distinguishable from prose. On the other 
hand, when Shakespeare catches fire in this period there 
is nothing in his earlier work quite comparable to the 
“happy valiancy” of Antony and Cleopatra or the grave 
beauty of the Tempest. 


CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE 


The dates assigned to the plays in the following table are ap- 
proximate dates of first production. In the main the dates as- 
signed by Chambers (Elizabethan Stage, Vol. 3) have been 
accepted. 

The dates of the other literary works, books not plays, are 
those of publication. 

In the dating of Shakespeare’s plays the earlier of two possible 
years is given. Thus a play dating 1594-95 is entered in 1594. If 
attempts to date a play range over three years the middle date 
is given here. Thus a play dating 1595-97 is entered under 1596. 
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Life and Work of 
Shakespeare 














Historical Events Works of Other Authors 





1553. Lyly born (between 
Oct., 1553 and Jan. 
1554.) 


1558. Accession of Eliza- 
eth. 
Kyd born. 
Greene born. 


Norton and Sackville, 
Gorboduc. Brooke, 
Romeus and Juliet. 







1562. 


1564. Marlowe born. 


Shakespeare born. | 







Gascoigne, Supposes. 
Painter, Palace of Pleas- 
ure. 


Gismond of Salerne. 












1568. First recorded ap- 
pearance of profes- 
sional actors at 
Stratford. 


1572. Massacre of St. 
Bartholomew. 


1575. Festivities at 
Kenilworth. 


1576. Erection of first per- 
manent playhouse, 
Burbage’s The 
Theatre. 


1577. Drake begins cir- 
cumnavigation of 
the globe ; com- 

pleted 1580. 


Holinshed, Chronicles of 
England, Scotland, and 
Ireland. 

Lyly, Buphues, the Anat- 
omy of Wit, 1578-79. 
Whetstone, Promos and 
Cassandra. 


North’s translation of 
Plutarch, The Shep- 
heardes Calendar. 
Montaigne, Essais. 


Tenne Tragedies of 
Seneca. 
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Historical Events 


1582. 


1583. ous Company 


formed. 


1584. 


1585. 


1585. Death of Phillip 


Sidney. 

Star Chamber de- 
cree for licensing of 
the press. 


1587. Execution of Mary 


Queen of Scots. 


1588. Defeat of the Span- 
ish Armada. 
Robert, Earl of 
Leicester, died. 
Principal actors of 
Lord Leicester’s 
Company join Lord 
Strange’s men. 


1589. 


1590. 


1591. 


1592. Plague in London. 
Theatres closed for 
three months. 


Death of Greene. 


1598. Plague closes thea- 
tres. 

Lord Strange’s men 
become Ear! of 
Derby’s Men. 


Death of Marlowe. 


Life and Work of 
Shakespeare 


Shakespeare’s marriage. 


Susanna Shakespeare 
born. 


Shakespeare’s twins, 
Hamnet and Judith, born. 


ne rN EN TTR 


Shakespeare probably in 
London. 


Comedy of Hrrors 


Two Gentlemen of 
Verona. 


1, 2,3 Henry VI. 


Venus and Adonis. 
Titus and Andronicus. 
Love's Labour’s Lost. 


Works of Other Authors 


Peele, Araygnement of 
Paris. Kyd, Spanish 
Tragedie. 








Marlowe, Tamburlaine. 





The Famous Victories of 
Henry the Fifth. 

The Troublesome Raigne 
of John. 

Marlowe, Dr. Faustus. 
Greene, Pandosto. 

Lyly, Endimion. 


Greene, Friar Bacon and 


Friar Bungay. 
Hakluyt, Voyages. 


Marlowe, Jew of Malta. 


Lodge, Rosalynde. 
Sidney, Arcadia. 
Spenser, Faerie Queene 
(I-III). 


Sidney, Astrophel and 


Stella. 
Greene, James IV. 


Greene, Groatsworth of 
Wit. Marlowe, Edward II. 
First part of the conten- 
tion, True tragedy of 
Richard, Duke of York. 





The True Chronicle 
History of King Lear. 
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A Fees: 

chard II. fei 
Shakespeare member of Edward III. 
Chamberlain’s Company. 




















Historical Events 








1594. Plague until sum- 
mer. 
The Earl of Der- 
by’s Men become 
the Lord Chamber- 
lain’s Men. 
The Lord Chamber- 
Jain’s Men at The 
Theatre; the Lord 
Admirals Men at 
the Rose. 
Death of Kyd. 











Shakespeare living in 


Parish of St. Helen. Spenser, Amoretti. 
2 Gear AYRES Sidney, Defense of Poesy. 
ream. 


Shakespeare hving on 
Surrey side of Thames. 
Father applies for grant | Spenser, Faerie Queene 
of coat of arms. | V-VI), 
















1596. The Cadiz 








Expedition. Hammnet Shakespeare dies. 
Romeo and Juliet. 
dferchant of Venice. 
1597. The Island Shakespeare purchases Bacon, Ess Arst 
2 Vorice. : New Place, Stratford. coon. aya 


1, 2 Henry IV. 





hapman’s Translation of 
The Taming of the Shrew. | the Iliad (seven books). 


BAA AEV ee 


Humour. 


1598. 


1599. Essex in Ireland. 
Death of Spenser, 
Lord Chamberlain’s 
Men occupy The 
Globe. 





The Passionate Pilgrim. 
Jonson, Every Man Out oF 
His Humour. 


Henry VF. 
slerry Wives of Windsor. 
Julius Caesar. 











1600. Allern builds For- 
tune Theatre. 
Children of Chapel 
begin playing at 
Blackfriars. 


As You Like Ji. 
Twelfth Night. 
Hamlet. 


Jonson, The Poetaster. 
The Return from Parnas- 
suš, part II. 


1601. Execution of Essex. 
The War of the 
Theatres. 













Ps Well That Ends 
Wel. 
Trodus and Cressida. 


A} 


1602. 
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Life and Work of 
Shakespeare 





























Historical Events Works of Other Authors 








1603. Death of Queen 
Elizabeth. 
Accession of 
James I. 

The Lord Chamber- 
lain’s Men become 
the King’s Majes- 
ty’s Servants. 

Plague stops play- 
ing. 


Florio’s Translation of 
Montaigne’s Essays. 
Jonson, Sejanus. 
Heywood, Woman Killed 
with Kindness. 





1604, Theatres reopen in 


April. Measure for Measure. 
Treaty of Peace Othello. 
with Spain. 








Shakespeare purchases 


ertain fixed ts at 
1605.Gunpowder Plot, | Srana 


King Lear. 


Eastward Ho. 
Bacon, Advancement of 
Learning. 


1606. Statute forbidding 
the use of the name! Timon of Athens. 
of the Deity on the| Macbeth. 
stage. 


Jonson, Volpone. 





Susanna Shakespeare 
1607. The bitter winter of | marries Dr. John Hall. 
1607-8. Antony and Cleopatra. 
Pericles, Prince of Tyre. 


Beaumont, The Knight of 
the Burning Pestle. 








1608. Children of Black- 
friars disbanded. 
Burbage leases the 
Blackfriars. 


Fletcher, The faithful 


dol $ 
Coriolanus Shepherdess. 


Beaumont and Fletcher, 
Philaster. 

Dekker, The Gull’s 
Hornbook. 


1609. Wreck of The Sea| Cymbeline. 
Venture off the Shakespeare’s Sonnets 
Bermudas. published. 


The Winter's Tale. 


LOLO: The Tempest. 
Authorized version of the 
Bible. 

1611. Chapmen completes trans- 


lation of Iliad. 
Beaumont and Fletcher, 
King and No King. 


Heywood, Apology for 
Actors. 
Webster, The White Devil 


1612. Death of Prince 
Henry. 


1613. Marriage of Prin-| Shakespeare purchases 
cess Elizabeth. property in Blackfriars. 
Globe Theatre Henry VIII. 


Webster, The Duchess of 
Malf. 
burnt. The Two Noble Kinsmen. 
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Life and Work: of 
Shakespeare 





Historical Events 


1614. Globe Theatre 
rebuilt. 


Works of Other Authors 















Judith Shakespeare mar- 
1616. 








ries. 
Death of Shakespeare. 


Pavier attempts a collec: 
tion of Shakespeare’s 
plays. 





1623. First Polio published. | 
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226; death of, alluded to perhaps in 
sonnet, 192 

Elizabethan Company, 69 

Elizabethan drama, outgrowth of re- 
ligious drama, 101 

Elizabethan Society, 238 

Elizabethan time, 214 

Endimion, by Lyly, 114 

Englishmen for My Money, 94 

Enjambment, 244 

Essay of Dramatick Poesie, by Dryden, 
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Essex, Earl of, 35, 92, 124; expedition to 
Ireland, 49; march to London, 50; be- 
headed, 50 

Evans, manager, 51 

Every Man, by Jouson, 51 

Evidence for dates, metrical, 125 

Euphues, by Lyly, 114 


Faerie Queene, The, 118 

Faust, adaptation of, by Wills, 237 

Faustus, Dr., 9, 78, 118 

Field, Richard, publisher, 21, 41, 184 

First Part of the Contention, 127 

Fitton, Mary, notion that she was Dark 
Lady, 193 

Fleay, Shakespearean editor, 240 


INDEX 


Fletcher, John, (see Beaumont and 
Fletcher), 28, 179, 180, 183, 227, 228; 
The Two Noble Kinsmen, 60 

Folger Memorial Library, in Washing- 
ton, D. C., 198, 203, 951 

Fletcher, Lawrence, comedian, 53 

Folio, The, first collected edition, 1623, 
G5, 122, 127, 128, 145, 158, 157, 162, 
164, 166, 165, 170, 175, 174, 175, 177, 
178, 180, 181, 193, 200, 201, 205, 206, 
208, 212, 215; circumstances of print- 
ing, 202, 204; defects of, 206; second, 
1632, 207; third, 1668, 207; fourth, 
1685, 207, 208 

Fortune Theatre, 74, 76 

Friar Bacon and Friar Bungay, 115 

From Henry V to Hamlet, criticism by 
Granville-Barker, 224 

Furness, Howard, editor, 195, 213 

Furnivall’s Inn, 31 

Furnivall, Dr., famous Shakespearean 
editor, 213, 240 


“Gags,” the, 88 

Gallery, uses of, 79 

Garrick, David, 147, 230, 231, 232 

Gascoigne, produced Jocasia, 32; The 
Supposes, 144 

Geoffrey of Monmouth, 162 

Gesta Romanorum, 141 

Gismond of Salerne, 32 

Glaucus and Seylla, 186 

Globe Theatre, 48, 49, 51, 53, 56, 58, 69, 
81, 82, 91, 97, 99, 152, 175, 183, 203, 
235; burning of, 6l; rebuilt, 61 

Globe, text of Shakespeare, 240 

Golding, translation of Ovid, 185 

Gorboduc, 32, 98, 108 

Granville-Barker, 70, 224 

Gray’s Inn, 31, 129 

Great Plague, 153 

Greene, Robert, 37, 38, 43, 60, 109, 127; 
quoted, 38; influence of, 115; contribu- 
tion to new comedy, 116; James IV, 
139; Pandosto, 175 

Greenwich, Queen’s Court at, 22 

Gresham, Sir Thomas, builder of The 
Royal Exchange, 23 = 

Groatsworth of Wit bought with a Million 
of Repentance, by Greene, 38 

* Groundlings,” 76, 97 

Guild, at Stratford, 4 f. 

Guild of the Holy Cross, 2 

Guild School, 11, 20 

Guildhall, 7 


H 


Halliwell-Phillips, editor, 213 

Hamlet, 14, 64, 78, 83, 86, 95, 118, 120, 
156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 167, 172, 
198, 200, 206, 228, 229, 231, 238, 240 
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Hampton Court, residence of the King, 
55 

Harrison, Master, entry in Stationer’s 
Register, 187 

Harvey, Gabriel, quoted, 157 

Hathaway, Anne, daughter of Richard, 
bride of Shakespeare, 17 

Harlitt, William, 219, 233; a practical 
critie of Shakespeare, 221 

Heminge, of Shakespeare’s Company, 
48, 59, 63, 65, 164, 203, 205, 206, 
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ow 

Henley Street, in Stratford, 5, 10 

Henry IV, 21, 28, 35, 45, 95, 124, 143, 
145, 202, 206, 227, 228, 954, 242, Q47; 
creation of Falstaff, 142 

Henry ¥, 35, 49, 71, 86, 89, 95, 124, 125, 
126, 127, 142, 144, 145, 146, 155, 198, 
200, 202, 206, 247; creation of Falstaff, 
142; development of this character by 
Shakespeure, 143 

Henry VI, 38, 46, 195, 126, 127, 186, 262, 
204, 255 

Henry VIIT, 102, 123, 125, 180, 183, 204, 
236, 244; presentation of, GU: accepted 
as partly by Shakespeare, 178; theories 
as to, 179 

Henslowe, owner of theatre, 68, 69, 71, 
75, 128; Titus and Ondronicus, 128 

Herald’s Office, 8, 43 

Herbert, Lord William, Lord Chamber- 
lain, 193, 202 

Hero and Leander, 118, 120 

Heywood, Thomas, 196, 197; quoted; 
Apology for Actors, 47 

““His Majesty’s Players,” 53 

Holinshed, chronicle of, 166, 168, 174 

Holland, Hugh, sonnet by, 205 

Holy Trinity, Church of, 2 

Horace, dicta of, 105 

Horestes, 104 

Howard, Lord Charles, 66, 229 


I 
Ibsen, plays for “picture-frame” stage, 
73 


Inns of Court, 30, 92, 105, 106, 152; in- 
fluence of, 32 
Irving, Henry, actor, 180, 236, 237, 238, 


Jaggard, printer and publisher, 46, 203, 
205, 206 

James IV, 115 

James, King, 67, 166; accession of, 58; 
assistance to Shakespeare, 35; love of 
theatre, 53 

Jew of Malta, The, 118 

Jocasta, by Gascoigne, 32 

John, King, 45, 119, 122, 186, 204, 284, 
238, 242 
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John, King, the Troublesome Reign of, 
184; appeal to patriotism, 134; re- 
writing of an old play, 134 

Johnson, Dr. Samuel, 96, 180, 217, 218; 
edition of Shakespeare, 211 

Jonson, Ben, 5, 18, 28, 32, 51, 62, 77, 99, 
196, 197, 200, 202, 205, 214; Every 
Man out of his Humour, 49; Sejanus, 
54; his Bartholomew Fair, 95; Every 
Man in and Every Man Out of His 
Humour, 146; Every Man In, 205; 
Poetaster, 152; Afasque of Oberon, 175 

Judith, Shakespeare’s daughter, mar- 
riage of, 62, 63 

Julius Cesar, 125, 126, 155, 168, 172, 
204, 227, 228, 247 


K 


Kean, Charles, 236 
Kean, Edmund, actor, 222, 233 
Kemble, John, actor, 231, 232, 233, 286 
Kemp, actor, 42, 48, 70, 93, 
Kenilworth, Queen Elizabeth at, 17 
Killigrew, manager, 228 
King’s Men, 59, 157, 201, 203, 226, 297 
inwelmersh, with Gascoigne, produces 
Kea SS d f, 177 
Cipling, Rudyard, suggestion of, 1 
Knack to Know a Knave, A, 12 
Knight, edition of Shakespeare, 212 
Knight of the Burning Pestle, The, '75, 88 
Koenig, a Shakespearean critic, 240 
Kyd, Thomas, dramatist, 43, 104, 107, 
109, 111, 120, 127, 158, 215; Spanish 
Tragedy, 21; success of, 117; contribu- 
tion of, 118 


Lamb, Charles, 180, 219, 220, 221, 222 

Langley, Francis, builder of the Swan 
Theatre, 43 

Lansdowne’s travesty, 230 

Law Against Lovers, The, 228 

Lear, King, 54, 60, 70, 86, 97, 124, 160, 
161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 172, 199, 200, 
201, 202, 203, 206, 226, 229, 280, 231, 
239, 233, 236 

Lee, Sidney, biographer of Shakespeare, 
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Leir, King, the old play of, 162 

License of Weak Endings, 1607-1618, 246 

Lincoln’s Inn, $1 

Livy, his prose, as a source for Shake- 
speare, 187 

Locrine, spurious play, 207 

Lodge, Thomas, Rosalynde, 148 

London, 4, 19, 71, 104, 122, 127, 128, 
129, 177, 185, 235; in Shakespeare’s 
day, 22; a city of churches, 25; ad- 
dicted to pleasure, 27; taverns in, 27— 
= ouyse in taverns, 29; theatres 
of, 


INDEX 


London Bridge, 23 

London Prodigal, The, 207 

London Tower, the, 24, 55 

Lord Leicester’s Company, 71 

Lord Strange’s Men, 126 

Love's Labours Lost, 12, $5, 45, 56, 71 
115, 129, 183, 147, 191, 196, 306, 298" 
242, 247; a new type of comedy, 132 

Love’s labours wonne, 45, 156 

Lover’s Complaint, The, 189 

Lucan, translated into English, 118 

Lucian, Timon, the Misanthrope, 165 

Lucrece, 21, 128, 134, 157, 184, 187, 189 

Lucy, Sir Thomas, tradition concerning, 


Ludgate district in London, 24 

Lyceum Theatre, 236, 237, 239 

Lyly, John, dramatist, 12, 21, 43, 106, 
112, 118, 138, 186, 215; his notion of 
high comedy, 114; popularity of, 114 


M 


Macbeth, 54, 60, 82, $5, 86, 95, 163, 164, 
166, 167, 172, 204, 228, 230, 240, 249, 
244, 245, 246; source of, 166 

Macklin, actor, 230 

Macready, actor, 234, 235, 236 

Madden, Diary of Master William Si. 
lence, 16 

Malone, edition of Shakespeare by, 
(1790), 212 

Marlborough, Duke of, knowledge of 
history from Shakespeare, 95 

Marlowe, Christopher, 9, 38, 43, 104, 
109, 110, 111, 112, 117, 120, 122, 197. 
135, 142, 150, 215; greatest of prede- 
cessors of Shakespeare, 118; contribu- 
tion to Elizabethan tragedy, 119; Jew 
of Malia, 141; Hero and Leander, 186 

Marston, John, dramatist and satirist, 
92, 196 

Massacre at Paris, The, 118 

Massinger, Philip, 196 

Mater of the Revels, 66, 69, 175, 196, 

Measure for Measure, 54, 56, 125, 153, 
159, 204, 228 

Menaechmi of Plautus, 130 

Merchant of Venice, The, 35, 45, 142, 150, 
202, 206, 230, 236, 246; characteristics 
of, 140; the creation of Shylock, 141 

Meres, Francis, 124, 128, 144, 146, 150, 
191, 196; Palladis Tamia, Wits Treas- 
ury, 44 

Mermaid tavern, 28, 99 

Merry Wives of Windsor, The, 14, 35, 146, 
198, 200, 202, 208, 206, 226, 242; tradi- 
tion of its origin, 145 

Maa A 5 G 
idas, play by Lyly, 11 

Middle Temple, 30 á 

Maa Acton, Thomas, dramatist, 29, 164, 
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Midsummer Nights Dream, 14, 45, 71, 
$3, 124, 140, 150, 202, 206, 227, 220, 
236, 239, 242, 244, 247; complete suc- 
cess of, 139; contrasted with Jew of 
Malia, 141 

Milton, John, 190, 193 

Niiracle plays, 101 

Sdisfortunes of Arthur, The, 32, 107 

Molière, plays for the “‘tennis-court”’ 
theatre, 73 

Moorfields, suburb of London, 24 

if on Sir Thomas, controversy over, 181, 
1 

Morgann, his famous essay, 1777, 219 

ifother Bombie, by Lyly, 114 

Buch Ado About Nothing, 25, 35, 49, 83, 
95, 146, 149, 150, 206, 227, 230, 242: 
characteristics of, 147 

Munday, Anthony, author, 181 

Murderous Michael, 104 


N 


Narrative in Elizabethan drama, 86 
vashe, Thomas, playwright, 38, 116 

New Place, bought by Shakespeare, $, 
19, 44, 58 

New Variorum, (see Variorum), Dr. 
Howard Furness, 195, 213 

Newgate, district in London, 24 

Nortb, Sir Thomas, Flutarchk’s Lives, 
1579, 124, 155, 168, 170 

Norton, author of Gorboduc, $2 

Novelle, Italian, 111 


O 


“ Old Vic,” 235,7239 

O’Neill, Eugene, 195, 238 

Othello, 54, 56, 60, 70, 78, 86, 160, 161, 
162, 163, 167, 172, 174, 176, 200, 206, 
218, 227, 228, 2289, 230; contrasted 
with Hamlet, 159; characters in, 160; 
masterpiece of construction, 160 

Ovid, 12, 118; Amores, 185; Metamor- 
phases, 185; Fasti, 187 

Oxford, 3, 13, 23, 29, 31, 166 

Oxford, edited by W. J. Craig, 218 

Oxford Lectures on Poetry, 223 


Painter, Palace of Pleasure, 151 

Palladis Tamia, by Meres, 123 

Passionate Pilgrim, The, 4T 

Paul’s, St., Cathedral, 25, 71 

Pavier, Thomas, issues plays in quarto 
form, 202, 203 

Peele, George, dramatist, 34, 43, 109, 
127, 128, 134 

Pembroke, Philip, Shakespeare’s patron, 
35, 66, 127 

Pembroke, William, Shakespeare’s pa- 
tron, 35 

Pembroke, his company, 40, 198 
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Pepys, Samuel, 228, 229, 235 

Pericles Prince of Tyre, 60, 89, 124, 172, 
173, 200, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 2u7, 
209, 212 

Philasier, by Beaumont and Fletcher, 


174 
Piip; of Shakespeare’s Company, 48, 
4 


Phenisse, of Euripides, 32 

Plautus, plavs of, 12, 105, 114, 181 

Piny publishing in Shakespeare's day, 

5f. 

Plays, in tables showing dates of quarto 
editions, 201 

Plutarch, (see North), 13, 189; Lires, 
Sir Thomas North's transiation, 155; 
Life of Antony, 165, 168 

Poel, Wilham, director of Elizabeth So- 
ciety, 238 

ram Written by Wil. Shakespeare Gent., 
19 

Poetasier, by Jonson, 51 

Pope, Alexander, 43, 48, 211, 217, 218; 
edition of Shakespeare, 209 

Promos and Cassandra, 153 

Puritan, The, 207 


Q 


Quiney, Thomas, married to Judith 
Shakespeare, 62 


R 


Raleigh, Sir Walter, 118, 153 

Ralph Roister Doister, 106 

Rape of Lucrece, success of, 42 

Ravishment of Lucrece, The, 187 

Realism, demand for, 101; homely, of 
Elizabethan drama, 102 

Red Bull, London tavern, 30, 227 

Register, The Stationer’s, 187, 199 

Rehan, Ada, American actress, 239 

Renaissance, 142, 189, 199, 194; spirit of 
the, 111 

Restoration, the, 229 

Rice, John, actor, 65 

Richard If, 5, 45, 49, 50, 119, 187, 142, 
143, 196, 206, 236, 249, 247 

Richard III, 5, 45, 119, 137, 188, 150, 
196, 206, 297, 231, 242, 243, 246, 247; 
characteristics of, 135 

Roberts, J., printer, 198, 203 

Roman de la Wioletie, 174 

Romantic impulse, the, 109 

Romeo and Juliet, 45, 46, 78, 93, 129, 139, 
140, 150, 169, 191, 198, 200, 206, 209, 
229, 231, 235, 242, 247: characteristics 
of, 188; its theme romantic love, 138; 
contrasted with Brooke’s play, 138 

Rosalynde, 186 

Rose Theatre, 28, 41, 72, 68 : 

Rowe, Nicholas, biographer and editor 
of Shakespeare, 15; edition 1709, 207; 
characteristics of his edition, 208 
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Royal Exchange, the, 23 

Riimeslin, German, 223 

Run-on lines, 242 f. 

Ruskin, famous chapter of, 215 

Rutland, Lord, friend of Shakespeare, 92 

Rymer, Thomas, Tragedies of the Last 
Age, 215, 216 


Sackville, author of Gorboduc, 31, 32 

Sadler’s Wells, theatre of, 235 

Sappho, 114 

Saxo Grammaticus, 158 

Scottish History of James IV Slain at 
Flodden, 116 

Schiicking, Shakespearean critic, 224 

Schiicking’s Character Problems in Shake- 
speare’s Plays, 223 

Secunda Pastorum, 102 

Seneca, 12, 107, 119, 188, 158; model for 
English tragedy, 107 f.; a psycholog- 
ical dramatist, 108; influence on blank 
verse, 108; technique of, 108 

Shakespeare, Ann, sister of William, 11 

Shakespeare, Edmund, brother of Wil- 


am, 1i 

Shakespeare, Gilbert, brother of Wil- 
liam, 10 

Shakespeare, Judith and Hamnet, chil- 
dren of William, 37; baptism of, 18 

Shakespeare, Hamnet, death of, 19 

Shakespeare, Joan, sister of William, 11 

Shakespeare, John, father of William, 6, 
11, 15, 17, 18, 44; shoemaker in Strat- 
ford, 6; failure of, 7 

Shakespeare, Richard, brother of Wil- 
liam, 10 

Shakespeare, Susanna, daughter of Wil- 
liam, 62, 63; birth of, 18; marriage of, 


58 

Shakespeare, William, 2, 3, 5, 9, 18, 15, 
16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 28, 34, 43, 48, 57, 58, 
59, 62, 71, 84, 36, 90, 92, 94, 96, 99, 
101, 104, 109, 110, 113, 119, 121, 128, 
129, 131, 135, 136, 142, 144, 148, 154, 
155, 157, 160, 162, 163, 164, 167, 168, 
170, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 
182, 1838, 184, 186, 187, 188, 189, 192, 
193, 195, 197, 198, 202, 206, 208, 214, 
218, 220, 226, 231, 234, 238; his first 
stage play, 7; his mother, 8; gentle- 
man, 8; early life of, 10 £.; his brothers 
and sisters, 10; baptism of, 10; educa- 
tion of, 11; knowledge of Greek and 
Latin, 18; the boy, 14; probably ap- 
prentice, 15; familiarity with sports, 
15; his bride, 17; leaves Stratford, 19; 
in touch with aristocracy, 35; “Lost 
Years” of, 37; selects patron, 40; 
Venus and Adonis, published, 41; son- 
nets of, 42; coat-of-arms of, 43; return 
of, to Stratford, 44: plays named by 
Meres, 45; change in fortunes, 47; in 
company formed by Cuthbert, 48; 
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silent on death of Queen, 50; new 
period of, 53; signs of royal favor, 54; 
receives grant of red cloth, 55; his 
Company, at the Globe Theatre, 56; 
possibly receives silver-gilt bowl, 56; 
increase of personal fortune, 57; living 
in London, 1602-1607, 57; drawn into 
lawsuit, 57; removal of, in London, 57; 
profits of, 59; possible breakdown of, 
59; his romances, 60; in London, 1613, 
61; income of, 62; changes in his will, 
63; death of, 63; signatures of, 63: 
burial in Stratford church, 63; monu- 
ment, 64; descendants of, 64; as play- 
wright, 65; his company, 69; theatre 
of, 73; plays, length of, 85; his audi- 
ence, 91 f.; language of, 96; use of 
songs, 97; references to musical in- 
struments, 97; poetry of plays, 97; 
representative of his age, 99; debt to 
university playwrights, 112; compared 
to Marlowe, 122; development of, 
122f.; evidence for dates of plays, 
128; periods of his work, 126; his com- 
pany, 127; technique of comedy, 129; 
plot from classical comedies, 130; con- 
tribution of realism, 180; compared 
with Marlowe, 137; summary of his 
tragic period, 171; his England, 186; 
and the sonnets, 192; text of, 195f.; 
table of plays, 201; Rowe’s edition of, 
208; text, editors and editions of, 
208 f.; first biography of, 209; Pope’s 
edition of, 209; edition by Capell, 211; 
Theobald’s edition of, 211; edition by 
Malone, 212; edition by Samuel John- 
son, 212; criticism of, 214 £.: criticism 
by Johnson, 218; his plays, popularity 
of, 227 

Shakespeare Quarto Facsimiles, 218 

Shakespeare Restored, 210 

a ae On the Tragedies of, 1810, 
221 


Shakespeare, the Man, 228 
Shakespeares Dramatic Art in Com- 
panion to Shakespeare Studies, 224 
Shakespeare’s Theatre and Audience, 223 

Shakespearean Studies, 1874, 223 

Shakespearean Tragedy, by Bradley, 223 

Shaw, G. Bernard, 198 

Shepheard’s Calendar, 186 

Short View of Tragedy, 215 

Siddons, Mrs., actress, 222, 282, 283 

Sidney, Philip, 31, 36, 92, 108, 192; 
R 148, 162; Astropkel and Stella, 

Sir John Oldcastle, old chronicle play, 
202, 207 

Slye, of Shakespeare’s company, 59 

Smithwick, publisher, 204 

Soliloquy, the, 88 

Sonnets, 181, 183, 187, 189, 191; theories 
as to, 192; poetic values of, 193 
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Southampton, Earl of, $5, 49, 92, 184, 
187, 192; patron of Shakespeare, 40; 
dedication to, 41; condemned to death, 


Southwark, suburb of London, 24 

Spanish Armada, 94, 104 

Spanish Tragedy, by Kyd, 21, 75, 94, 
117, 158 

Specimen of English Dramatic Poeis, 220 

Spencer, Gabriel, fellow-actor of Jonson, 
93 

Spenser, Shepheard’s Calendar, 110; verse 
forms of, 186, 192; Amoretti, 191 

Stage. influence of structure on dramatic 
technique, S+ 

Stanley, Ferdinando, Lord Strange, 
noble of Shakespeare’s day, 35, 37, T1 

Strange, Lord, his company, (see Stan- 
ley), 37, 40 

Stationer’s Register (see Register), 39, 
193, 124, 168, 172, 184, 187, 189, 199, 
204 

Strand, London, 23 

Stratford, 1, 3, 4, 10, 18, 15, 16, 19, 29, 
36, 37, 45, 57, 60, 61, 65, 145, 176, 179, 
183, 184; Collegiate Church of, 2; 
John of, 2; Ralph of, Bishop of Lon- 
don, 23; Robert of, 3 

Stratford, Shakespeare Festival, 238 

pore Professor, Shakespearean critic, 
22 

Substance of Tragedy, by Bradley, 223 

Supernatural, preference for, 109 

Survey, metre introduced by, 108, 193 

Swan Theatre, 43, 74, 81; sketch of, 74, 


77, 78 
Swinburne, A Study of Shakespeare, 175, 


Tadema, Alma, painter, 236 

Tales from Shakespeare, by Charles and 
Mary Lamb, 220 

Tamburlaine, by Marlowe, 75, 110, 1185, 
Q 


VLG 
Taming of the Shrew, 48, 124, 204, 227, 
231, 239; characteristics of, 145 
Tanered and Gismonda, 32 
Tarleton, Dick, famous clown, 67, 93 
Tate, Nahum, 229, 230, 231, 232, 234; 
adaptation of, 168 
empest, The, 60, 76, 78, 99, 122, 123, 
178, 185, 204, 226, 227, 298, 299, 248; 
source of, 177; a unique play, 178 
Temple Bar, 28 
Tennyson, Lord, 178, 175, 194 
Terence, read in school, 12, 105 
Terry, Ellen, actress, 237 
Theobald, Lewis, Shakespeare editor, 
210, 211; his work recognized, 211 
Theatre, the (see names of different 
theatres), 68, 76, 91, 99; closing of, +0; 
reopening of, 42; closed by the plague, 
55; stage of, 74; plans of, 76 f.; proper- 
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ties of, 82; reopened, 194; Her Ma- 
jesty’s, 237 

Turd Varrorum, 1821, 212 

Thomas Lord Cromicell, 207 

Thorpe, Thomas, publisher, 189, 190 

Thystes, by Seneca, 109 

‘rilney, Edward, Master of Revels, 182 

Timon of Athens, 124, 172, 204, 242, M40; 
Mong to account for, 164; source of, 

Titus Andronicus, 45, 46, 94, 195, 124, 
125, 127, 128, 188, 206, 235, 247; pre- 
sented, 41 

Tonson, publishers, 208, 209 

Tragedy, little of popular, 103: realism 
of, 104; influence of classics, 106; sub- 
Jei of, 106; beginnings of romantic, 

Tree, Beerbohm, actor, 180, 236, 297, 
238 

Trinity Chureh in Stratford, 18 

Troilus and Cressida, 54, 128, 151, 187, 
200, 201, 204, 206 

True Tragedy, owned by Thomas Pavier, 


3 


True Tragedy of Richard Duke of Yorin 


m d 
Twelftk Night, 32, 49, 144, 146, 150, 204, 
227, 229, 280; characteristics of, 149 
Two Genilemen of Verona, 45, 129, 182, 
204; characteristics of, 131 
Tico Noble Kinsmen, The, 183, 205, 227; 
source of, 180 


U 


“University playwrights,” 112 
Upper-stage, 79 


Vanity of Rhyme, 245 

Variorum Shakespeare (see New Vari- 
orum), 212 

Venus and Adonis, 12, 21, 40, 41, 128, 
134, 184, 185, 187, 188, 189 

Vice, the, 103, 104, 105 

Virgil, read in school, 12 

Folpone, by Jonson, 227 


wW 


“War of the Theatres,” 51 

Ward, John, Stratford vicar, 62 

Warwick, Earl of, company of, 66 

Warwick castle, near to Stratford, 5 

Wayte, William, petition of, 43 

Westminster, Whitehall in, 22 

etstone, George, author of Promos 

and Cassandra, 158, 154 

Whitehall in Westminster, 22, 32, 55 

Whole Contention, The, 202 

Whore of Babylon, The, by Dekker, 9 
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Wilkins, George, playwright, 172 Works of Benjamin Jonson, The, pube 
William the Conqueror, 5 lished, 1616, 197 
Wilmcote, village near Stratford, 6 Wotton, Henry, quoted, 75 


Winter's Tale, The, 60, 175, 176, 178, Wriothesley, Henry, theory as to identi. 
204, 206, 226, 227, 242; masterpiece fication of W. H., 193 
of tragi-comedy, 176 

Witch, The, by Middleton, 166 

Woman Killed With Kindness, A, 104 “Yard,” 81 

Worcester, Earl of, company of, 66 Yorkshire Tragedy, A, 202, 207 


